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analysis of the relationship between dropout variables and the race and gender of high 
school students.  Major Professor:  Dr. Larry McNeal 
 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the relationship between dropout 
variables and the race and gender of high school students in a mid-south suburban school 
district.  Data was collected on 353 dropouts and 316 graduates that attended one of the 
district’s eight high schools between the years 2006 - 2011.  Variables selected for study 
included ethnicity, gender, special education classification, socioeconomic status, 
retention occurrences, absentee rates, behavioral infractions, and grade point average.  
Descriptive statistics, Correlations, Tests for Differences, and Logistic regression analysis 
were run to determine both the predictability of these variables and their relationship 
among the two ethnic and gender groups.  The analysis also provided the answers to 
thirteen research questions posed. 
Results from the various analyses revealed the variable grade point average was 
the best predictor for dropout occurrences.  In each Hierarchical Logistic Regression 
model run, grade point average was highly significant.  In the absence of grade point 
average, however, the other identified dropout variables became significant depending on 
which specific ethnic and/or gender group was being analyzed. 
Since the results of this quantitative research provide a method for predicting 
dropout occurrences, both school district administrators and legislators could use a 
similar data collection and regression testing to predict dropout rates across this nation.  
Having this accurate knowledge would prove beneficial in establishing intervention 
programs, allocating resources for prevention, and implementing appropriate graduation 
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policies.   Additionally, educators and other practitioners can better comprehend the 
impact that these variables have upon specific gender and ethnic groups.  To this end, 
educators will be able to pinpoint the areas of need and develop effective intervention 
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 One of the most critical issues prevalent in America’s educational system is the 
high school dropout rate (Barton, 2005).  Nearly 50 years ago, Conant (1961) wrote that 
America was allowing “social dynamite” to accumulate in its most populated areas of the 
nation.  For decades, America’s public education system has faced the daunting task of 
lowering dropout rates in urban, suburban, and rural areas.  While school districts have 
graduated numerous high school students, the educational system has failed in many 
ways to assist a growing number of students who struggle to remain in school until their 
secondary education is complete (Farrell, 1990).  In fact, nearly one-third of the nation’s 
students drop out before completing their diploma requirements each year (Bridgeland, 
Dulilio, & Morrison, 2006).  According to Diploma (2008), 1.2 million students fail to 
graduate from high school annually.  More recent estimates assess that between 3.5 
million to 6 million people are currently without a high school diploma (CLMS, 2009).  
The trend of high school dropouts is so significant that America has declared the decline 
in high school graduation rates an epidemic (Bridgeland, 2006). 
 The problem of school dropouts is widespread among most of the nation’s school 
districts (Christenson & Thurlow, 2004).  According to Roderick (1993), over one-
quarter of the students enrolled in high school never complete their high school 
requirements to earn a diploma.  The crisis is specifically visible during the first year of 
high school when ninth grade enrollment surpasses all other grade levels due to mass 
numbers of entering freshmen failing to meet the requirements for 10th grade (Cohen & 
Smerdon, 2009).  Essentially, districts are forced to deal with the projected number of 
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freshmen entering high school for the first time coupled with high numbers of at risk 
students repeating ninth grade coursework due to failure their first year. 
These students are at risk of failure to attain a high school diploma.  In fact, at risk 
students are more likely to make a decision prior to their senior year to drop out (Jordan, 
McPartland, & Lara, 1999).  The students also develop factors that may negatively 
impact their enrollment status.  These factors have been coined “push-pull effects” 
(Jordan et al., 1999).  Push effects are occurrences within the school climate that may 
increase the desire to dropout.  Pull effects are external factors that divert the focus of a 
student from completing school.  For example, the reasons students drop out can be 
attributed to long-running academic failure or the occurrence of life events (Samuels, 
2007).  Students who experience pregnancy, bullying, gang influences, or tragedy within 
their family structure are at greater risk for dropping out, especially if there is no 
successful form of intervention.  Moreover, those students who experience years of 
academic failure are at greater risk of long-running absenteeism that could lead to a 
decision to drop out (Samuels, 2007).  The end result is a declining graduation rate. 
Effectively dealing with a low graduation rate has been the focus of many school 
districts across this nation (Lehr, Johnson, Bremer, Cosio, & Thompson, 2003).  School 
districts have initiated reform efforts which include converting large high schools into 
smaller learning communities and restructuring the way schools work (Cohen & 
Smerdon, 2009).  Lehr et al. (2003) categorized these interventions according to five 
types.  The five types of interventions are personal or affective, academic, family 
outreach, school structured, and work related.  Personal or affective interventions may 
include personal counseling, student retreats, or even classroom based discussion.  
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Academic interventions may involve the provision of specialized courses or tutoring.  
Family outreach methods may include home visits.  School structured interventions 
include alternative schools and even reducing the size of classes.  Finally, work related 
interventions may involve the establishment of vocational training or volunteer/service 
programs. 
Dropout intervention programs are common methods many districts are using to 
assuage the growing number of high school dropouts (Lehr et al., 2003).  In fact, there is 
ample high school dropout research that supports the reform efforts these school districts 
are undertaking (Dynarski & Gleason, 2002).  There is equally as much research 
available that examines the national trends and the negative impact these trends have 
upon the American society (Bloom, 2010; Economic Committee, 1991; Jenkins, 2006; 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1995).  As important as all 
dropout literature is, the research that looks closely at dropout variables and the 
relationship between race and gender is the focus of this study.  Looking closely at these 
as opposed to focusing on their effect on society allows the researcher to arrive at the root 
of the problem.  This study may provide more insight as to why individuals choose to 
dropout of school before completing their diploma requirements. 
Background to the Study 
 Although much research has been devoted to the issue of dropouts, the issue of 
high school dropouts continues to plague several school districts (Greene, 2002).  Many 
of these districts have taken both a proactive and reactive stance, developing reform 
programs to address the dropout problem (Christenson & Thurlow, 2004).  In the early 
1980’s an educational reform movement began with the publication of A Nation At Risk 
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Report (Roderick, 1993).  Published by The National Commission on Excellence in 
Education, the report brought much attention to the failures of the American system of 
education. 
 The report failed, however, to address the growing problem of school dropouts.  
In fact, the dropout problem was not even mentioned as a possible factor for at risk 
behavior in the educational system (Roderick, 1993).  Instead, the report focused on the 
call for stricter standards regarding performance and competency measures (Stedman & 
Smith, 1983).  The report also concluded that student achievement was dismal when 
compared internationally with other industrialized nations (Roderick, 1993).  Soon after 
the report, other reports were published, identifying the rising number of dropouts as a 
primary indicator of the failure of the American system of education.  Edleman and 
Howe (1985) proffered that the dropout problem is the most significant indication of 
school failure. 
The increasing dropout problem has several residual effects.  According to 
Roderick (1993), high school dropouts will earn less than their graduate counterparts.  In 
addition, even with some college experience, high school graduates earn twice as much 
as men without high school diplomas (Kronick & Hargis, 1998; McKinley, Bloom, & 
Freeman, 1990).  Furthermore, dropouts are also more likely to be unemployed than high 
school graduates.  The lack of employment leads to other societal issues including the 
need for public assistance and the likelihood of imprisonment (Dropout, 1998).  Also, 
according to research conducted by U.S. Department of Education (1998), the majority of 
America’s prisoners are high school dropouts (Tyler & Lofstrom, 2009; U.S. Department 
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of Education, 1998).  Consequently, the dropout problem has residual effects on the 
American society. 
 Exacerbating the dropout issue in America are the numerous risk factors that 
many students face as early as birth (Christenson, Sinclair, Lehr, & Godber, 2001).  
Students classified as socio-economically disadvantaged require financial assistance in 
the home and at the school level.  Students who are diagnosed as cognitively 
dysfunctional often require special education assistance.  Socio-economic status and 
cognitive function are clearly two factors that were not directly introduced by the school 
system but the result of influences outside the realm of the educational system.  
Education legislation, however, still places responsibility of public schools to educate all 
children (NCLB, 2001). 
 An important piece of educational legislation, The No Child Left Behind Act 
(NCLB), has increased awareness of the growing dropout problem, especially with regard 
to schools’ meeting their Adequate Yearly Progress – AYP (Patterson, Hale, & Stessman, 
2008; Sparks, 2010).  Defined clearly by the No Child Left Behind Act, school districts 
must meet and maintain adequate yearly progress as measured by achievement test scores 
and graduation rates (NCLB, 2001).  Not meeting AYP requirements of minimal 
graduation rates, many school districts are challenged to address this problem (Sparks, 
2010). 
 Nearly 40% of students drop out at the end of their ninth grade year (Editorial 
Projects in Education Research Center, 2006).  Unfortunately, low graduation rates are 
becoming the norm for many high schools, especially those within urban school districts 
(Mishel & Roy, 2006; Rumberger & Rodriguez, 2002).  In these low-income urban areas, 
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the ninth-grade year becomes the pivotal point when the decision to dropout is most 
critical. 
 Research conducted by Balfanz and Legters (2004) revealed that nearly 50% 
percent of all dropouts are the product of 15% of all high schools located in highly 
impoverished communities.  The term “dropout factory” has been coined to label nearly 
2,000 schools nationwide whose senior class is comprised of 60 percent or fewer of the 
students that entered as freshmen (Belfanz & Legters, 2004; Duke & Jacobson, 2011).  
The largest concentration of these dropout factories appears in large cities and highly 
impoverished rural areas (Belfanz & Legters, 2004).  Common to both large cities and 
high-poverty rural areas is a high minority population as well.  In fact, research 
conducted by Carpenter and Ramirez (2007) indicates the existence of unique patterns of 
academic achievement between African American and Caucasian students at risk for 
dropping out. 
Problem Statement 
Several variables contribute to the decision to dropout of high school prior to 
completing graduation requirements (Macmillan, 1991; Rumberger, 1995; Rosenthal, 
1998; Suh, Suh, & Houston, 2007; Wolman, Bruininks, & Thurlow, 1989).  These 
variables vary in their impact upon students. In general, most research concludes that the 
presence of two or more of these variables greatly increases the chances a student will 
dropout (Carpenter & Ramirez, 2007).  These findings, however, vary according to the 
race and/or gender of the student.  This study will analyzed the relationship between 
selected variables and the race and gender of high school students attending a mid-south 
suburban school district.  Research identifies several dropout variables, primarily 
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absenteeism, academic performance, disciplinary issues, family structure, and socio-
economic status (Battin-Pearson & Newcomb, 2000; Lillard & DeCicca, 2001; Suh et al., 
2007).  For purposes of this study the dropout variables were absenteeism, retention, 
grade point average, age of student, socioeconomic background, behavioral infractions, 
and special needs classification. 
Research Questions 
 The key questions that guided this research inquiry were: 
 1.  Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, how does 
a selection of demographic and institutional variables describe a population of students 
who have dropped out of schools in a moderately-sized suburban district during the 
previous five years? 
 2.  After pooling observations made on a comparable sample of graduates with 
those made on the dropout population, what relationships emerge between each of the 
selected variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or dropout? 
 3.  What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of dropouts grouped by legal age of departure are 
compared? 
 4.  After pooling observations made on the sample of graduates with those made 
on the dropout population, what institutional and demographic variables, when 
simultaneously examined, are observed to predict dropping out of school, both for the 
aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
 5.  Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, how does 
the selection of demographic and institutional variables describe the population of White 
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students and Black students who have dropped out of school under the circumstances 
previously outline? 
6.  When the pooled observations made on graduates and on White and Black 
dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of these selected 
variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or dropout, both for the 
aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
7.  What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of White and Black dropouts are compared, both in 
the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
 8.  After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what institutional 
and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are observed to predict 
dropping out of school for White students and Black students, considered in the 
aggregate? 
 9.  Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, how does 
the selection of demographic and instructional variables describe the populations of a 
male and female students who have dropped out of school under the circumstances 
previously outlined? 
 10.  When the pooled observations made on graduates and male and female 
dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of these selected 
variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or dropout, both for the 
aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
 9 
 11.  What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the populations of male and female dropouts are compared, both in 
the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
 12.  After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what 
institutional and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are observed to 
predict dropping out of school for male and female students, considered in the aggregate? 
 13.  In crossing the gender and ethnic characteristics of students in the dropout 
population, what relationships emerge between the remaining variables and a student’s 
status as a dropout or graduate; how does the strength of such relationships compare 
across groups? 
Purpose of the Study 
 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the relationship between selected 
dropout variables and the race and gender of high school students who were enrolled in a 
mid-south suburban school district.  The literature contains few studies that detail the 
relationships between the variables and race/gender of high school students; therefore, a 
study focused on understanding the dynamics of how variables impact various subgroups 
is proposed.  The intent of this study was to determine if relationships existed between 
the selected variables, race, and gender. 
Definition of Terms 
The following terms were defined according to their usage in this study and 
ensure clarity in this research. 
1.  African American/Black.  Individuals classified as African American/Black 
are American citizens from African descent -- the offspring of African slaves, Negro, 
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Black (African American, 2001). This definition includes individuals from mixed 
heritages with one parent from African descent.  In the review of literature, the term 
Black is used interchangeably with the term African American.  However, for purpose of 
this study, the term African American will be used. 
2.  AYP (Adequate Yearly Progress).  The term AYP relates to state-defined 
minimal levels set for improvement in student achievement (as measured by standardized 
achievement tests), graduation rate, attendance, and safety.  Benchmarks are set for 
overall achievement as well as for subgroups of students by race, economic status, and 
disabilities (NCLB, 2001). 
3.  Caucasian/White.  Individuals classified as Caucasian/White are Americans 
that are indigenous to Europe, northern Africa, western Asia -- European-American, 
White-American, Caucasian (Caucasian, 2001).  In the review of literature, the term 
White is used interchangeably with the term Caucasian.  However, for purpose of this 
study, the term Caucasian will be used. 
4.  Dropout.  Dropout is an academic term used to describe the enrollment status 
of a student at the start of the school year.  National standards for dropouts include:  (a.) 
student enrolled in school the previous year; and (b.) not enrolled at the beginning of the 
school year; and (c.) has not graduated from high school; and (d.) does not meet any of 
the exclusions such as transferred to another public school district or private school, 
temporary absence due to illness or suspension, or death (NCES, 1999). 
5.  Dropout rate.  Three kinds of dropout rate statistics have been identified.  They 
are (a) Event or Annual; (b) Status; and (c) Cohort (Coley, 1995; MacMillan, 1991).  The 
Event rate measures the proportion of dropouts in a single year.  The Status dropout rate 
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represents the percentage of 16-24 year olds that are not enrolled in school and have not 
earned a high school diploma or equivalent such as a General Educational Development 
[GED] certificate (NCES, 2010).  The Status rate measures the proportion of students 
who have dropped out regardless to when they withdrew.  The Cohort rate measures a 
single group of dropouts over a period of time (Thurlow, Sinclair, & Johnson, 2002).  For 
purpose of this study, the cohort dropout rate will be utilized. 
6.  Dropout variable.  Dropout variables are factors that may contribute to the 
decision to leave school before completing the requirements for a high school diploma.  
For the purpose of this study, the dropout variables are absenteeism, retention, grade 
point average, age of student, socioeconomic background, behavioral infractions, and 
special needs classification.  These were used in this study due to their availability 
through the school district’s database. 
7.  Legal Age of Departure.  The coding used to identify dropouts in a suburban 
school district located in the mid-south grouped dropouts according to the legal age of the 
student at the time of departure or dropping out.  Students that dropped out under the age 
of 18 were coded as “00.”  Students that dropped out at the age of 18 and over were 
coded as “01.”  Thus, the terms “under 18” and “18 and over” were used to define two 
separate groups of dropouts.   
8.  Subgroups.  For purposes of this study, subgroups are defined as African 







Significance of the Study 
 
 This study is important for school level personnel and district level administrators 
who are challenged with the demands of increasing high school graduation rates.  Since 
the origins of compulsory education, dropout rates have been of grave concern to school 
districts across America (Matthews, 2006; Mishel & Roy, 2006).  Today, increased 
academic accountability mandated by NCLB for every school district in the United States 
has made it a priority for all students to graduate and contribute to society.  Many school 
districts across the nation are attempting to address the problem of high school dropout 
rates. 
First, these districts must begin with identifying common predictive factors.  
Identifying predictive indicators helps to diagnose the root causes of dropout behavior.  
Examining how these indicators affect various subgroups can assist district level leaders 
with developing effective policy and programs.  Intervention and prevention programs 
and policies may, in turn, play a key role in curbing the rising dropout rate. 
 For researchers, this study will add to the existing body of knowledge on the 
relationship between dropout variables, race, and gender.  The bulk of research conducted 
in the area of dropouts takes either a quantitative angle (emphasizing the differences 
between the various subgroups) or a qualitative approach (focusing on identifying key 
variables for high school dropouts). 
Theoretical Framework 
 
 According to research conducted on high school dropouts, several factors may 
influence the decision withdraw from school before completing the requirements for a 
diploma.  Fine (1987) suggested that dropout indicators range from the student’s home 
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environment and economic confines which the student lives to the conditions of the 
school environment.  Vincent Tinto’s theory of school withdrawal provides a 
comprehensive explanation as to why early school leavers decide to dropout.  Tinto 
intimates that the deciding factor of whether a student will withdraw early depends 
largely upon whether the individual has developed a social attachment to the school and 
become integrated academically into the school community (Tinto, 1975).  Academic 
integration is evidenced by the grades the student receives and his or her expression of 
like/dislike for the subject(s) being taught.  Social integration involves the acquisition of 
friends among the student’s peer group as well as the amount of personal interaction 
between the student and staff (Tinto, 1987).  The decision to dropout may be the result of 
a multidimensional process that involves interaction between the student and the 
institution.  Tinto (1987) adds that a student’s experience during the first term of his or 
her transition is vital to the longevity of the student’s school career.  Tinto’s model, also 
called the Student Integration Model, suggests that a balance between academic and 
social integration increases the likelihood that the student will remain in school (Tinto, 
1975).  Consequently, integration in one area more than the other area may lead to a 
decision to drop out. 
 Tinto (1987) intimates that integration is a process and viewed the decision to 
dropout in three phases.  He derived his view from a social anthropology standpoint, 
making the observation that a person’s movement from one tribal group to another is 
closely paralleled with the transition that a high school graduate experiences moving 
from home to a college community.  Both transitions involve separation from the 
familiar, transition to the unfamiliar, and incorporation or integration (Tinto, 1987).  
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While Tinto’s research was focused on college students, in some aspects, 
transition to college differs from the transition experienced by middle school students 
moving to a high school setting. There are many more commonalities, however, that 
make Tinto’s theory relevant to the high school student at risk for dropping out.  One 
state report indicated that the greatest incidence of dropouts occurred in Grade 9 (Texas 
Education Agency, 2003).  Moreover, another study noted that black males had a greater 
likelihood of failing at least one subject during the first semester of their ninth grade year 
than any other ethnic/gender group (Roderick & Camburn, 1999).  Due to the fact that the 
transition from middle school to high school can be so difficult for some students, early 
interventions are recommended before middle and high school to prevent large numbers 
of dropouts from occurring (Stegelin, 2002).  Dropping out of school is the result of long 
term disengagement from the school culture; therefore, providing invention strategies 
early on may offset the growing number of dropouts in America (Alexander & Entwisle, 
1997; Hess, 2000). 
School transitions are often associated with decreased self-esteem, decreased 
involvement in extracurricular activities, and decreased grade performance (Cantin & 
Boivin, 2004).  Each of these factors can have a negative impact on the decision to 
remain in school.  As social demands and academic rigor increase, the support 
adolescents receive may be absent.  The stress of adjusting to demands of new 
environments and a demanding curriculum can result in the process of disengagement 
(Roderick, 1993).  When the student is not attached to the new school environment and 
other at risk factors are added, the decision to dropout is impacted even greater.  
Regardless to the student’s academic level, disengagement from the school’s culture is a 
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strong influence in the decision to dropout prior to completing graduation requirements.  
It is for the reasons discussed that Tinto’s model is an appropriate theory to frame this 
study. 
Limitations of the Study 
 
 The limitations in this study were the result of several factors.  First, due to the 
limited population of this study, the data was generalized to a specific population of 
students.  In addition, the results of this study were limited to the accuracy of the data 
collected and archived in the district’s main frame computer system. 
Delimitations of the Study 
 The study was limited to: 
1.  While this study sought to identify select key dropout variables and examine 
their relevance within subgroups, it failed to consider all dropout variables. 
2.  Only high school dropouts were considered for this study.  Students that 
dropped out prior to high school were not considered. 
3.  Only African American and Caucasian students were examined in this study.  
Students of Asian and Hispanic origin were not considered. 
4.  Dropouts prior to the 2006-07 academic school year or after the 2011-12 
school year were not used for this study.  Only dropouts that occurred within this five-
year period of reporting were considered. 
5.  The data collected is confined to a select population of students within a mid-
south suburban district.  Ideally, this particular district differs in many ways (especially 
with respect to socioeconomics) from other mid-south school districts.  Suburban school 
districts often report a 15% gap between their dropout rate and urban school districts’ 
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rates (Mishel & Roy, 2006; Swanson, 2004).  The generalizability of the findings in this 
study, therefore, will be limited to districts with similar student population and 
socioeconomics. 
Organization of Study 
 This study was organized into five chapters.  Each chapter contains specific 
information describing the study.  Chapter 1 discusses the background related to the topic 
of dropouts, the purpose and significance of the study, as well as the theoretical 
framework that addresses the problem.  Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature 
related to high school dropouts, including studies on dropout variables.  The second 
chapter is divided into three major sections.  The first section defines the dropout 
problem, including clarifying the various dropout rates used to determine percentages of 
students who fail to complete their requirements for graduation.  The next section deals 
with the various dropout predictors found in studies.  The last section within Chapter 2 
addresses the impact that dropouts have on this nation’s economy and the prevention 
programs that have been put in place to address this problem. 
Chapter 3 identifies the methodology of the study, including sampling techniques, 
data collection, and analysis procedures.  Chapter 4 provides the results of this study with 
emphasis on the research questions.  Finally, Chapter 5 includes a discussion of the 
















This review consisted of at least three bodies of literature.  The researcher looked 
closely at literature regarding key federal legislation that has impacted and/or continues 
to affect dropout and graduation rates.  In addition, literature related to dropout rates, 
specifically how these rates are calculated was researched.  This section is followed by a 
discussion regarding the various high school dropout variables identified in literature. 
Overview of the High School Dropout Issue 
 
The topic of high school dropouts is a vital subject area worthy of much research, 
especially considering the impact that high school dropouts have upon the society at large 
(Buckley, Storino, & Sarni, 2003).  Students who drop out from high school face a bleak 
future because they often lack the basic skills needed to be successful in today’s economy 
(Rumberger, 1987).  Several important researchers have contributed to the abundance of 
studies on dropout indicators, dropout statistics, and dropout prevention.  These 
researchers include Elaine Allensworth, Robert Balfanz, John Easton, Nettie Legters, and 
Ruth Neild to name a few. 
Some of the most recent studies published by researchers focus on the profile of 
students who dropout, including their race, gender, and socioeconomic background 
(Hess, 2000; Rumberger & Rodriguez, 2002).  Other studies closely examine identifiable 
dropout indicators such as poor academic performance, poor attendance rates, high 
retention episodes, and severe school culture disengagement (Anderson & Whipple, 
2002; Battin-Pearson & Newcomb, 2000; Jordan et al., 1999).  Dropout studies present 
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useful information that may prove invaluable to many school districts and their 
stakeholders. 
The majority of the studies on dropout rates have found that no one variable is 
solely responsible for influencing the decision to remain in school or not (Battin-Pearson 
& Newcomb, 2000; Carpenter & Ramirez, 2007).  Indeed, several factors often combine 
to intensify the decision to drop out.  In order, however, to obtain a full understanding of 
the effect dropout rates have upon the American society, it is critical that a thorough 
review of published studies on this topic be conducted. 
Hoyle and Collier (2006) reported the findings from the Children’s Defense Fund 
that every nine seconds a high school student drops out prior to completing his or her 
graduation requirements.  Due to the negative impact this trend has upon the American 
society, educators and policymakers have enacted nationwide reform in an effort to 
curtail the growing rate of dropouts (Legters, Balfanz, Jordan, & McPartland, 2002).  
Several consequences can be linked to dropping out, including high unemployment, 
health problems, welfare assistance, and a higher crime rate (Kronick & Hargis, 1998).  
One of the major consequences of dropping out involves the negative status many 
dropouts face throughout their entire lifetime.  Additionally, dropouts can expect to earn 
much less than high school graduates and college graduates (Murmane, Willet, & 
Boudett, 1995). 
Another major cost brought on by the dropout epidemic involves the amount of 
money spent on maintaining the nation’s prisons.  Researchers are finding that a 
prevailing number of men with little education are participants of the criminal justice 
system (LeCompte & Dworkin, 1991; Western, 2007).  One report indicated that the 
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increase in dropouts over the past decade has contributed to the rising costs in social 
programs and prisons, as well as a loss in tax revenue due to the reduced earning 
potential of dropouts overall (Fields, 2008). 
In fact, a closer look at the educational level of all prison inmates reveals just how 
much of a negative impact dropouts have upon society.  Recent numbers show that 
dropouts disproportionately represent 75% of state prison inmates (Fields, 2008).  The 
dropout problem was highlighted in Webster’s (2007) study of the criminal justice system 
when he asserted that African American men were six to eight times more likely to be 
incarcerated than White men.  Because of Webster and other researchers’ attention to this 
issue, educators and their stakeholders have looked for answers to the growing epidemic 
of dropouts in America.  Despite educational reform, however, the problem of dropouts 
continues to persist (Lehr, Clapper, & Thurlow, 2005; Rumberger & Palardy, 2005; 
Shipps, 2003).  As the problem of dropouts in America continues, the quest for a solution 
continues as well. 
Key Legislation on School Dropouts 
 The system of education in America has experienced much transition.  As early as 
1950, school facilities were inadequate and schools in the south were largely segregated.  
Yet, the U.S. boasted of higher graduation rates than other industrial countries (Peterson, 
2010).  According to Peterson (2010), as more adolescents enrolled in schools, the 
attendance rate increased from about 70% to 90% in the 1960s.  These numbers help 
propel the United States to the giant it was once recognized.  Looming in the dark of 
success of the educational system, however, was the growing problem dropouts, 
especially among disadvantaged youth (Reese, 2005). 
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The low graduation rates/high dropout rates in America has become so critical an 
issue that at least three presidential administrations have proposed special commissions to 
examine the problem and develop viable solutions through various legislative acts 
(Shipps, 2003; U.S. Department of Education, 2003).  Both state and local education 
officials have committed to measuring dropout rates, looking at causes, and even 
establishing preventive programs (Rumberger, 1987; Shipps, 2003; Tyler & Lofstrom, 
2009).  Their involvement is nothing new to America’s educational system.  
Policymakers have long promoted educational reform through key legislative acts.  
Perhaps the most relevant piece of legislation with regard to education occurred in the 
1960s. 
In 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnson enacted the first and largest comprehensive 
federal education law – the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).  The 
ESEA literally changed the very landscape of the American public education (Hana, 
2005; Reese, 2005).  The Elementary and Secondary Education Act was birthed as part of 
the War on Poverty agenda of the 1960s and was mandated to provide monetary funds for 
kindergarten through 12th grade education, emphasizing the need for all students to have 
equal access to a quality education (Hana, 2005).  The effort was seen as the federal 
government’s first major commitment to public school funding with the intention of 
promoting a more equal society of individuals through the educational system 
(McAndrews, 2006).  The ESEA was significantly impactful for underprivileged 
children, providing funds for schools to use in training staff to work with and building 
resources for their economically disadvantaged students (Reese, 2005). 
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The writers of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act established high 
standards and accountability for school districts and their schools.  According to the 
ESEA, specific revenue and resources were to be provided in order that disadvantaged 
students would have access to a quality public education (Mitchell, Crowson, & Shipps, 
2011).  Part H and Subpart 2 of the ESEA specifically addressed dropout prevention 
initiatives.  Even with amendments to the act in 1966 with the addition of aid to 
handicapped children and again in 1967 with provisions being made for bilingual 
education programs, the ESEA continues even today with the same focus of providing a 
quality education for all students regardless to background or ability level (Spring, 2001; 
Spring, 2011).  The enactment of the ESEA revolutionized the role that federal 
government plays in regulating the affairs of local school districts (McAndrews, 2006). 
Peterson (2010) proffers that as the system of public education embarked upon 
reform nearly 50 years ago, control of education shifted away from localities to state 
governments and federal agencies.  Consequently, centralization of power and loss of 
local control of schools occurred as a result of school reform efforts.  Over the last 50 
years, higher levels of government have assumed more and more control over the 
educational system (Mitchell et al., 2011). 
 Nearly 30 years later, the Clinton administration reauthorized the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act and titled it, The Improving America’s Schools Act.  Under 
this law, several provisions were made that specifically pertained to alleviating the 
problem of high school dropout rates among disadvantaged students (McAndrews, 2006).  
The IASA suggested activities and programs be put in place to increase graduation rates 
across America, including increasing the financial assistance and resources to low income 
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schools (Yell & Drasgow, 2005).  It was becoming increasingly clear that much of the 
problems with the country’s educational system was largely due to the inequity of 
opportunities in urban areas and inadequate funding (McAndrews, 2006). 
Goals 2000:  Educate America Act was yet another law that provided resources to 
states to ensure all students could reach their potential.  Congress declared goals for all 
schools, including an increase in graduation rate.  Section 102 of the law stated that the 
high school graduation rate would increase to at least 90% by the year 2002.  Signed into 
effect by then U.S. President, Bill Clinton, the act intended to identify world class 
standards to measure students’ progress and enable them to compete in the global society 
(Goodwin, 2000). 
The most recent reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
is titled The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.  Proposed by former President George 
Bush in 2001, The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) raised the awareness of high 
school dropout rates even more as it instituted a standards based education reform 
(Patterson et al., 2008).  The main goal of the NCLB is to close test score gaps between 
various subgroups of students and ultimately raising the achievement level for all 
students (NCLB, 2001; Swanson, 2004). 
A key component of the NCLB Act requires states to prepare annual report cards 
that include information about their students – how they perform on state assessments, 
attendance, and graduation rates.  Under the act, schools and districts are required to 
make Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) on identified performance indicators and report 
student achievement at below basic, basic, proficient, or advanced (NCLB, 2001; U.S. 
Department of Education, 2003).  It should be noted that the NCLB Act requires 
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reporting of graduation numbers as opposed to dropout percentages.  In terms of 
graduation rates, today’s public schools fail to dominate other countries with regard to 
academic fortitude.  In fact, graduation rates stand level with the industrial world 
(Peterson, 2010). 
Yet, legislative acts such as the NCLB continue their legacy of educational 
reform.  Perhaps the most significant of all federal attempts at educational reform, the 
ESEA, has been reauthorized several times within the past 40 years (Hana, 2005).  Most 
recently, President Obama signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) of 2009, once again reauthorizing the legacy of the ESEA.  The goal of the 
ARRA is to not only stimulate the national economy but also reaffirm education as a 
national priority (Burgette, King, Lee, & Park, 2011; U.S. Department of Education, 
2010a).  Under the ARRA, $4.35 billion was provided for the Race to the Top Fund 
(Ravitch, 2011).  One of the major goals of the ARRA is to improve high school 
graduation rates (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a).  Funding is provided to those 
states that show improved results in the area of student achievement (Ravitch, 2011; U.S. 
Department of Education, 2010a). 
Although reform programs have not produced mass changes in the number of 
dropouts in America, there is no question that federal legislation has helped to curtail the 
increasing number of dropouts (Montecel, Cortez, & Cortez, 2004; Sparks, 2010).  Since 
the enactment of legislation has not brought about a solution to the dropout issue, it begs 
the question of whether legislation alone holds the key (Balfanz & Legters, 2004).  
Perhaps, the problem of dropouts remains deeper than federal intervention. 
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Calculating High School Dropout Rates 
Before legislation and other prevention/intervention initiatives can be effectively 
instituted and even prior to determining which dropout rate should be utilized, a more 
proactive approach to the issue is to clearly define what constitutes a dropout and identify 
which students are included in dropout numbers (Adamich & Childers, 2011; Christenson 
& Thurlow, 2004; LeCompte & Dworkin, 1991).  Nationwide, there is very little 
consensus on the definition of a dropout and even less agreement about how dropout rates 
should be measured.  To complicate matters, states are allowed to determine the 
definition of the term “dropout” how dropout rates will be measured (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2003).  Even in literature, researchers differ in how dropout rates are reported 
(Kronick & Hargis, 1998; Mishel & Roy, 2006).  The data may be skewed or misleading 
depending on the type of study that the researcher is conducting or how the dropout rates 
are calculated (Laird, Cataldi, KewalRamani, & Chapman, 2008; Mishel & Roy, 2006).  
In short, dropout rates can be a confusing mishmash of information making it difficult to 
make comparisons (Swanson, 2004). 
It’s important to differentiate between dropout rates and graduation rates.  
Graduation rates vary from the Cumulative Promotion Index (CPI) to the Common Core 
of Data (CCD).  The CPI relies on enrollment data collected in a two-year span of time 
while the CCD utilizes graduation data reported from over 95,000 schools to the National 
Center for Education Statistics (Swanson, 2004).  Neither of these measurements 
considers dropout numbers nor equivalents such as GED recipients. 
Conversely, researchers utilize three commonly used rates to categorize dropout 
numbers -- event rate, status rate, and cohort rate.  The event rate measures the proportion 
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of dropouts in a single year.  Also known as the duplicate rate, the event rate counts the 
number of dropout occurrences instead of the number of students who have dropped out.  
This particular rate estimates the number of students who drop out in a single year 
without completing their diploma requirements (Lehr, Johnson, Bremer, Cosio, & 
Thompson, 2004; Mishel & Roy, 2006).  In other words, the event rate measures the rate 
of high school students that withdrew from school between the start of one school year 
and the start of the following year without earning a diploma or GED.  The event rate 
becomes a useful tool for detecting changes in the dropout behavior from year to year.  It 
fails, however, to provide a picture of the dropout problem in general because it fails to 
take into consideration the students who may reenroll after the data is collected (Laird et 
al., 2008). 
Another dropout rate, the status rate defines a high school dropout as one who is 
not enrolled in school and has not earned a high school diploma or equivalent regardless 
to the date they withdrew (NCES, 2010).  Status rates are usually higher than event rates 
due to the inclusion of all dropouts between the ages of 16-24 (Kaufman, 2004).  With 
the status rate, a percentage of students within a particular age range that have neither 
earned a diploma nor currently enrolled in school are counted as dropouts.  It should be 
noted that students are included in these percentages regardless to when they dropped out 
(Kaufman, 2004; Laird et al., 2008).  The focus of the status rate is primarily centered on 
an overall age group instead of around specific individuals.  As a result, the statistics 
gathered can be applied to a general population. 
The cohort rate, on the other hand, measures a single group of dropouts over a 
period of time (Thurlow et al., 2002).  The cohort rate is concerned with how a group of 
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students – a cohort – performs (Coley, 1995).  Whenever this rate is used to calculate 
high school dropouts, it yields the highest rate of the other two commonly used rates 
(Mishel & Roy, 2006; Thurlow et al., 2002).  For purposes of this study, the cohort rate 
will be utilized to measure the data collected because it will provide a clearer point of 
comparison. 
With three possible rates in use, it is no wonder policymakers urge states to utilize 
the same formula to calculate graduates versus dropouts (Fields, 2008).  Take for instance 
the 613,379 high school dropouts recorded during the 2007-08 school year (Stillwell, 
2010).  If these numbers were calculated using a national event dropout rate the 
percentage would be 4.1% according to Stillwell (2010).  Tennessee contributed 11,200 
of these students during the same 2007-08 calendar year.  Using the same method of 
calculation yielded Tennessee a 4.3% dropout rate (TDOE, 2009). 
The cohort rate, on the other hand, for Tennessee high school dropouts in 2008 
was 10.1% (TDOE, 2009).  The cohort rate measured all ninth graders reported as 
dropouts in Tennessee during the 2008 school year.  Therefore, its percentages, though 
higher than the event rate, provide a more accurate picture of the issue.  When states 
utilize the event rate and others the cohort rate, they are essentially measuring two 
different populations of students, making it difficult to compare nationally. 
If these same students were studied nationally utilizing the newest measure – the 
adjusted cohort graduation rate – the numbers could be quite misleading.  Beginning in 
2010-11, this measure will be used by districts in all states to report their graduation rates 
(Sparks, 2010).  The national graduation rate rose from 72% in 2001 to 75% in 2008.  
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The state of Tennessee reported perhaps the largest graduation gains among all the states 
in America, matching the national average of 75.9% (Burgette et al., 2011). 
  Of course, note the major difference between graduation rates and dropout rates 
is that both look at different pools of students – the number of high school students that 
have earned a high school diploma versus the percentage of high school students that fail 
to complete the graduation requirements.  The need for consistency in reporting dropout 
numbers is critical to understanding the magnitude of the problem overall.  
Categorizing the High School Dropout 
Equally as critical to assessing the dropout problem, is the need for categorizing 
the types of dropouts that exist.  Kronick and Hargis (1998) suggest that dropouts can be 
categorized into at least three types.  One type of dropout is the “quiet dropout” and 
constitutes the largest of the groups. The quiet dropout is the student who often 
experiences grade level retention and low academic achievement.  The second type, 
according to Kronick and Hargis (1998), is the “low achieving pushout.”  The low 
achieving pushout exhibits not only failing academics but also behavior problems as well. 
A third type, the “high achieving pushout,” usually maintains adequate to above 
average academics but displays behavior problems as well.  Students with above average 
academics are often classified as gifted but are not exempt from dropping out of school 
(Rimm, 1995).  In fact, Matthews (2006) asserts that 20% or more of high school 
dropouts could be considered academically gifted.  The rationale behind this phenomena 
is that students that fall into the category of a high achieving pushout are often strongly 
influenced by issues outside the school environment, including family problems, 
substance abuse, and motivation issues (Kronick & Hargis, 1998). 
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 Due to the consequences of dropping out, it is critical to know which dropout 
variables are directly related to an increased risk of dropping out.  Policymakers, 
educational administrators, teachers, and counselors who are concerned with alleviating 
the problem of dropouts would benefit from identifying and examining key dropout 
variables.  Moreover, identifying dropout variables may enable school level personnel to 
design effective intervention and prevention strategies. 
A great deal of research has been conducted regarding dropout variables 
(Rumberger, 1995; Suh & Houston, 2007; Velez, 1989).  LeCompte and Dworkin (1991) 
assert that several factors play a key role in influencing dropout behavior.  They propose 
that dropouts from each racial subgroup may be influenced by pupil-related issues, 
school-related issues, or society-related issues.  Each of these factors can increase the 
likelihood that a student will choose to withdraw from school prior to completing 
graduation requirements.  These factors are discussed in the proceeding section. 
High School Dropout Factors Categorized 
Depending on the type of study and research completed or the sample population 
tested, the variables identified can differ greatly.  Thus, it is necessary that research zero 
in on the most common of these variables.  Pupil related factors pertain to the experiences 
and traits that the student brings with them to the school environment (such as the age of 
child, culture, economic status, and family background).  Pupil-related factors are often 
completely out of the school system’s sphere of influence (LeCompte & Dworkin, 1991; 
Marrs, Hemmert, & Jansen, 2007).  Other individual or pupil-related factors may include 
the student’s cognitive function, level of interest in the school environment, and even his 
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or her self identity.  Gang influence and absenteeism rate may be regarded as individual 
factors as well (Carpenter & Ramirez, 2007). 
School related issues, on the other hand, have a direct influence on the child’s 
academic performance and attendance rate.  Issues such as inadequate teaching climate, 
class sizes, school population, and an intimidating social school culture are factors that 
can negatively impact a student’s desire to perform well or attend school regularly 
(LeCompte & Dworkin 1991; Lee & Burkam, 2003).  When students that already have a 
history of negativity, poor grades, and grade retention are exposed to exposed negative 
school cultures, they are at greater risk of dropping out before completing their high 
school graduation requirements (Carpenter & Ramirez, 2007; Garnier, Stein, & Jacobs, 
1997; Jimerson, Anderson, & Whipple, 2002). 
Racial subgroups of high school dropouts 
To complicate matters, students who fall in certain racial groups may have 
additional risk factors for dropping out.  Greene and Winters (2005) asserted that nearly 
30% of all students who enter high school each year will end up dropping out in four 
years and 50% of all African American and Latino students would fail to graduate within 
this four year time frame.  Dropout rates among Black and Hispanic students are higher 
overall than dropout rates among Caucasian and Asian American students (Carpenter & 
Ramirez, 2007; Matthews, 2006).  Ethnic minorities attending middle class high schools 
are more likely to graduate and maintain similar graduation rates as their Caucasian peers 
(Balfanz & Legters, 2006). Unfortunately, high schools located in low-income areas 
house nearly half of the nation’s ethnic minorities (Balfanz & Legters, 2006; 
Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2011). 
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The high dropout rate among urban high schools is a vexing problem that both 
educators and legislatures must face aggressively and strategically (Christenson & 
Thurlow, 2004).  In 2008, the national dropout rate was 4.8% for Caucasian students, 
9.9% for African American students, and 18.3% for Latino students (National Center for 
Education Statistics, 2010).  Ironically, Sparks (2010) asserted that Blacks, Hispanics, 
and Native Americans made the largest gains in graduation rates among all racial 
subgroups since 2001.  These minority groups, however, still maintain high dropout rates 
in America.  In their research, Menzer and Hampel (2005) found that black males with 
excessive absences, low socioeconomic background, special education classification, and 
history of retention were more likely than any other prototype to dropout. 
The profile of the dropout crosses beyond learning ability into ethnic groups as 
well.  The dropout rate for American Indians and Alaska Natives was estimated at 15%, 
which is high in comparison to an extremely low dropout rate for Asian American 
dropouts (NCES, 2008; OERI, 1993).  A study conducted by Matthews (2006) indicates 
that Asian American student dropout rates are even lower than the rates for Caucasian 
students.  The vast difference between Caucasian and Asian American students could be 
attributed to the larger overall enrollment of Caucasian students in America’s school 
districts (Matthews, 2006). 
High school graduation rates nationwide have been reported at 75%-78% for 
Caucasian students; 50-56% for African American students; and 54% for Latino students 
(Murray & Naranjo, 2008; Singham, 2005).  Bridgeland (2006) identifies one third of 
high school students, half of which are considered minority students, as dropouts each 
year.  In a study conducted by the U.S. Department of Education in the early 1990s, the 
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dropout rate was 7.9% for white students, 13.6% for black students, and 27.5 % for 
Hispanic students (OERI, 1993).  Alarmingly, Varlas (2005) found more black males had 
received a GED in prison than had graduated from a university. 
High dropout rates and low graduation numbers are becoming the norm in many 
urban school districts (Almeida, Balfanz, & Steinberg, 2009; Jenkins, 2006; Rumberger 
& Rodriguez, 2002).  Of particular interest is the growing number of poor, minority 
students that continue to fall in these rising dropout numbers (Patterson et al., 2008).  In a 
recent study, between one-third and one-half of minority students fail to earn a high 
school diploma (Education Week, 2007). 
In another study, Akos and Galassi (2004) found that compared to Caucasian and 
African American students, Latino students perceived the transition more difficult.  This 
could be possibly linked to the language gap and lack of parental involvement, factors 
that have been identified as dropout variables.  Hispanic students often suffer language 
problems, cultural differences, discrimination, and educational disadvantages in America 
(National Commission on Employment Policy, 1987; Ream & Rumberger, 2008).  As a 
result, Hispanics have the lowest high school completion rates of any major race in the 
United States (Ream & Rumberger, 2008).  Nearly one-third of all Hispanics ages 18-21 
are classified as dropouts, according to the National Council of La Raza (1990).  The 
dropout rate for Hispanics 16-24 years of age is 31%, compared to 18% for African 
Americans, and 10 % for Caucasians (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1994).  These 
dismal statistics also show that Hispanic Americans are twice as likely as Caucasians to 
live in poverty or less likely to be employed in a professional or technical job (NCLR, 
1990; Ream & Rumberger, 2008). 
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Gender of High School Dropouts 
 Aside from racial status, the gender of the dropout is most intriguing.  
Goldschmidt and Wang (1999) found that female students were more likely than boys to 
drop out.  Subsequent studies agree that females are more likely than males to leave 
school prior to completing their high school diploma (Croninger & Lee, 2001; Crowder 
& South, 2003).  Female students often report family reasons for dropping out, while 
male students cited family reasons the least and experience more negative effects with 
regard to their academic achievement, employment opportunities, and future educational 
opportunities (Ekstrom, Goertz, Pollack, & Rock, 1986; Jordan, Lara, & McPartland, 
1996). 
Oddly enough, in more recent studies, male students were found to drop out at a 
higher rate than female students (Finnan & Chasin, 2007; National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2010; Swanson, 2004).  Unlike their female counterparts, high school male 
dropouts reported suspension/and or expulsion as a primary reason for not completing 
their high school education (Jordan et al., 1996).  This may suggest that discipline 
infractions that result in suspensions/expulsions may affect male high school dropouts in 
a different way than girl dropouts. 
Rumberger (1983) discovered that female students tended to remain in school at 
higher rates as the educational attainment level of their mothers increased.  Conversely, 
there was a tendency for males to graduate with a high school diploma as their fathers’ 
level of education increased.  Male dropouts report being disengaged from the school 
culture more often than female dropouts (Booker, 2006; Felner et al., 2007; Furrer & 
Skinner, 2003). 
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The research regarding which gender group is represented mostly is inconsistent.  
Obviously, gender alone cannot aptly predict the number of dropouts each year.  Rather, 
it would seem that numerous factors and even a combination of these variables raise the 
probability that a student would elect to drop out of high school before completing the 
course requirements for a diploma (Gleason & Dynarski, 2002; Menzer & Hampel, 
2005).  Exploration of these variables may provide more insight into the dropout 
epidemic than gender and race alone. 
High School Dropout Variables 
 Several variables are common in much of the literature on dropouts (Christenson, 
et al., 2001; Suh et al., 2007).  Many of these variables have been found to have either a 
“push” or “pull effect” on students’ decision to remain in school (Stearns & Glennie, 
2006).  Poor attendance, low grade point average, low standardized scores, grade 
retention, excessive discipline referrals, educational level of parents, and socioeconomic 
status are very commonly identified indicators which may either push or pull a student to 
dropout (Wells, Bechard, Hamby, 1989). 
Comparably, being socioeconomically disadvantaged is the most commonly 
identified variable among dropouts (Fine, 1991, Murray & Naranjo, 2008).  By location, 
students attending schools in poverty–stricken, high crime areas are at greater risk of 
dropping out than students who attend schools that are surrounded by communities 
otherwise (Balfanz & Legters, 2004).  Schools located in these high risk areas have been 
coined “dropout factories” (Sparks, 2010). 
To be classified as a dropout factory, the senior class must have 60% fewer 
students than its entering freshmen class (Balfanz & Legters, 2004).  According to 
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Balfanz and Legters (2004), a high concentration of these dropout factories can be found 
in fifteen states located in Northern, Western, and Southern parts of the United States.  
Although these dropout factories represent a small portion of schools in the U.S., they are 
responsible for producing nearly half of the nation’s dropouts each year (Sparks, 2010). 
Some states are better prepared to address the issue of dropout factories than 
others (Almeida et al., 2009).  In an article written by Sparks (2010), the southern states 
were found to have made the most progress toward improving their graduation rates thus 
removing the ‘dropout factory’ label from many, with at least half of its low performing 
high schools located in two major cities, rose to the challenge of decreasing its dropout 
rate and thus increasing its graduation rate (Almeida et al., 2009; Burgette et al., 2011).  
After initiating major reform efforts, the state of Tennessee was given high regards for its 
effective use of ‘exemplary educators’ that coached in various high need high schools, for 
creating stringent improvement plans for its high-need schools, and implementing 
stronger graduation requirements (Sparks, 2010). 
Some researchers proffer that another common variable, grade retention, is the 
best predictor for dropping out of school (Finn, Gerber, & Boyd-Zaharias, 2005; Marrs et 
al., 2007; Neild & Belfanz, 2001; Roderick, 1993; Rumberger, 1995; Suh et al., 2007).  
This suggestion that grade retention is the best dropout indicator was echoed in a study 
that found a growing number of freshmen unable to successfully transition to their 
sophomore status (Patterson, Beltyukova, Berman, & Francis, 2007).  This phenomenon 
has been labeled as “freshman bulge.”  Roderick (1993) noted that students who are 
retained at an early grade often suffered during their adolescent years which impacted 
their social and emotional outlook toward school. 
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In research conducted by the Vermont Agency of Human Services (1999), six 
common variables were found to have been highly predictive in determining whether a 
student would likely be a dropout candidate.  However, the results of a follow up study 
completed nearly eight years later found that only four of these variables remained 
critical to the decision to dropout -- failing final grade in mathematics, a failing final 
English grade, below eighty percent attendance rate, and a final unsatisfactory behavior 
mark.  According to Menzer and Hampel (2009), high school dropouts reported grades of 
A’s and B’s but the bulk of their grades consisted of C’s - 24%, D’s - 27.3%, and F’s - 
24%.  The failing marks were reported most frequently in English and mathematics.  
They added that the most salient indicator characteristics include failing marks in English 
and math, numerous disciplinary referrals, and nearly three times as many suspensions 
(Menzer & Hampel, 2009). 
Failing academic performance at the sixth grade increased the likelihood of a 
student’s decision to dropout of high school (Garnier et al., 1997).  Even more 
compelling, measuring academic performance as early as the third grade serves as an 
accurate determinant of dropout status (Jimerson et al., 2000).  The dropout variable most 
indicative of a dropout is whether the student has experienced a retention episode, 
according to Viadero (2006).  Research conducted by Menzer and Hampel (2009) 
followed 155 non-graduating seniors who decided to withdraw during their last year.  
Additional findings from Menzer’s study revealed 58% of the non-graduating seniors had 
also repeated at least one year in school. 
 Most frequently noted as a dropout indicator in literature is the academic 
performance of a student (Jimerson, Egeland, Sroufe, & Carlson, 2000; Menzer & 
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Hampel, 2009; Suh et al., 2007).  According to Orr (1987) and Bradby, Owings, and 
Quinn (1992), another variable is the socioeconomic status of a student.  In similar 
studies, researchers have found it more compelling to narrow the field of predictors to 
three variables – low grade point average, high suspension rate, and low socioeconomic 
background (Suh et al., 2007).  In fact, one study proffered that when socioeconomic 
background and academic achievement are coupled, they become two of the strongest 
dropout predictors (Farmer & Payne, 1992). 
The addition of third common variable, deviant behavior, increases the risk of 
dropping out threefold (Gruskin, Campbell, & Paulu, 1987).  Behaviorally, dropouts 
receive twice as many behavioral infractions and nearly three times as many suspensions 
as graduating students (Menzer & Hampel, 2009).  Consequently, increased deviant 
behavior often leads to long term suspensions which, in turn, lead to excessive 
absenteeism.  Even moderate poor attendance during a student’s freshman year can 
negatively impact the decision to remain in school all four years (Allensworth & Easton, 
2007).  The rationale for this phenomenon is that poor attendance often leads to poor 
academic performance. 
While not necessarily an obvious variable, teen pregnancy also plays a role in 
influencing a student’s decision to remain in school or not (Manlove, 1998).  Students 
who give birth during their high school years constitute 32.8% of the dropout population 
(Neild & Balfanz, 2006).  This particular variable has a greater impact upon female 
students than male students (Manlove, 1998). 
On another note, Carpenter and Ramirez (2007) considered factors such as 8th 
grade reading and math achievement scores and 10th grade reading and math achievement 
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scores as critical dropout variables.  Allensworth and Easton (2007) suggested that poor 
academic achievement facilitates the decision to withdraw from school prior to 
graduation.  Even the amount of time a student spends watching television, the hours per 
week they work, and the level of gang influence have become and remain critical 
influences among high school dropouts (Carpenter & Ramirez, 2007). 
A closer look at any of the dropout indicators could reveal an interaction of the 
variables.  In fact, some researchers have asserted that there is a cause-effect relationship 
with many of the variables identified (Devine, 1996; Suh et al., 2007).  Numerous 
variables when combined with one another raise the likelihood that a student will choose 
to drop out prior to completing his or her diploma (Gleason & Dynarski, 2002). 
Devine (1996) speculated that dropouts might exhibit behavioral problems as a 
result of lack of interest in school and poor grades.  Murray and Naranjo (2008) added 
that the interaction of socioeconomic status, academic performance, and special 
education placement only to discover that dropout rates were two to six times higher for 
low income students than for higher income students. 
 Goldschmidt and Wang (1999) identified students with backgrounds that included 
single-parent family structure, low family income, previous retention episodes, limited 
English proficiency, and/or history of misbehaviors and found that these students are 
more likely to dropout.  Some researchers contend that poor grades, behavioral issues, 
and an inability to balance a school-work schedule are primary indicators of early school 
leavers (Rosenthal, 1998).  Still, others posit that the decision to dropout is more akin to 
parental educational attainment, total number of household members, and lack of 
motivation (Coley, 1995; Devine, 1996; Ream & Rumberger, 2008).  Other family 
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factors may include socioeconomic background, level of parent’s education, instances of 
siblings dropping out, and family structure.  Essentially, how students react to the 
transition phase depends largely upon their race, gender, and socioeconomic status (Akos 
& Galassi, 2004). 
Coley (1995) included disliking school and not getting along with teachers as 
additional school related dropout variables.  Students who are disengaged with school 
curriculum and activities are usually most likely to dropout (Caraway, Tucker, Reinke, 
Hall, 2003; Ream & Rumberger, 2008).  The transition years may hold the key to 
understanding how best to save potential dropouts from the inevitable.  Ninth grade is 
considered a critical turning point in a student’s school career (Neild & Balfanz, 2006).  
In their research, Neild and Balfanz discovered that nearly two-thirds of the students who 
dropped out of public schools in Philadelphia were in grade 10 or below.  Students fail 
the ninth grade more than any other high school grade (Herlihy, 2007).  Moreover, 
Herlihy (2007) intimated that students who were retained in their ninth grade year 
subsequently dropped out prior to their senior year. 
The effect of the transition period from middle to high school is so widespread 
that it affects students emotionally, academically, as well socially (Cohen & Smerdon, 
2009).  Academically, students experience academic loss due to the increased course 
demands and academic rigor of the high school curriculum.  In addition to academic loss, 
students in transition to high school experience decreased engagement coupled with 
increased absenteeism by the end of the ninth grade year (Alspaugh, 1998; Rodriguez & 
Conchas, 2009).  Rodrigues and Conchas (2009) suggest the implementation of a plan 
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that includes an incentives program, space that promotes peer communication, and social 
networking in order to foster a connection between the school and student. 
Finn (1989) agrees that a student’s withdrawal from school life is a root cause of 
student dropout.  Moreover, students exposed to a combination of risk factors are at 
greater risk for dropping out (Farmer et al., 2004).  Students who suffer a combination of 
risk factors are not as motivated to complete academic tasks and ultimately drop out of 
school (Suh & Suh, 2007).  Regardless to which factors are considered, the key to 
addressing a falling graduation rate may be to identify key dropout indicators and 
examine how each variable impacts students according to their race and gender. 
Summary 
 In summary, the ever complex issue of high school dropouts continues to boggle 
the minds of educational and political leaders in America.  Its impact upon society as a 
whole is great and deserves the attention of all stakeholders, as the nation’s future rests 
upon improving the present rate of dropouts.  Although legislation has been enacted, 
dropout variables have been identified, and dropout rates are calculated by each state, a 
large body of research reveals the devastating impact dropouts continue to have upon the 
larger society.  Thus, there remains a charge to further research the issue in an effort to 
develop effective prevention and intervention strategies that pinpoint the individual 
instead of the general population.  The next chapter provides a detailed description of the 














 Chapter Three describes the methodology that was used to conduct this study.  
The purpose of this study was to analyze the relationship between selected dropout 
variables and the race and gender of high school students attending a mid-south suburban 
school district.  This chapter describes the quantitative design of this study and restates 
the statement of problem and research questions guiding the study.  The chapter 
concludes with a summary of findings. 
Statement of the Problem 
 Several challenges face the American school system.  One particular dilemma has 
plagued the system for decades – dropout rates.  For some school districts, identifying the 
factors that influence the decision to dropout is paramount to developing strategies that 
effectively address the problem of dropouts.  For others, however, it is vital that 
administrators recognize how dropout variables may affect various subgroups, especially 
with regard to race and gender (Carpenter & Ramirez, 2007).  This study will analyze the 
relationship between selected variables and the race and gender of high school students 
attending a mid-south suburban school district. 
Research Questions 
For purpose of this study, the following research questions were addressed: 
1.  Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, how does 
a selection of demographic and institutional variables describe a population of students 
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who have dropped out of schools in a moderately-sized suburban district during the 
previous five years? 
2. After pooling observations made on a comparable sample of graduates with 
those made on the dropout population, what relationships emerge between each of the 
selected variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or dropout? 
3. What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of dropouts grouped by legal age of departure are 
compared? 
4.  After pooling observations made on the sample of graduates with those made 
on the dropout population, what institutional and demographic variables, when 
simultaneously examined, are observed to predict dropping out of school, both for the 
aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
5.  Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, how 
does the selection of demographic and institutional variables describe the population of 
White students and Black students who have dropped out of school under the 
circumstances previously outline? 
6.  When the pooled observations made on graduates and on White and Black 
dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of these selected 
variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or dropout, both for the 
aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
7. What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of White and Black dropouts are compared, both in 
the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
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8. After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what institutional 
and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are observed to predict 
dropping out of school for White students and Black students, considered in the 
aggregate? 
9. Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, how does 
the selection of demographic and instructional variables describe the populations of a 
male and female students who have dropped out of school under the circumstances 
previously outlined? 
10. When the pooled observations made on graduates and male and female 
dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of these selected 
variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or dropout, both for the 
aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
11. What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the populations of male and female dropouts are compared, both in 
the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
12. After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what institutional 
and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are observed to predict 
dropping out of school for male and female students, considered in the aggregate? 
13. In crossing the gender and ethnic characteristics of students in the dropout 
population, what relationships emerge between the remaining variables and a student’s 





According to Charles (1998), research is usually categorized in terms of the 
general methodology.  He adds that in educational studies, the researcher may employ the 
use of qualitative, quantitative, experimental, or non-experimental methodology to frame 
his study.  The quantitative approach utilizes data from human samples and places the 
data in predetermined categories for statistical analysis (Creswell, 2008).  This method of 
research allows the researcher to study specific questions, collect quantifiable data from 
selected participants, and analyze the information gathered using statistical procedures.  
The result is an unbiased and objective interpretation of data (Creswell, 2008).  
Questionnaires, tests, records, and standardized observation instruments can serve as an 
appropriate source for data when utilizing the quantitative approach to research (Patton, 
1997).  For the purpose of this study, the researcher used a quantitative approach to 
organize the methodology. 
The researcher submitted 13 questions to be answered by this study.  In order to 
answer the research, this study used a quantitative methodology that allowed the 
researcher to analyze the relationship between selected dropout variables and race and 
gender of high school students.  The quantitative methodology is a useful research design 
for explaining the relationship among variables (Creswell, 2008). 
 The researcher determined that a non-experimental study utilizing a descriptive 
and correlational approach with an explanatory design was most appropriate for this 
study.  The goal of correlational design is to identify covariation or predictive 
relationships among the variables by using correlations (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001).  In this 
study, the variables were seven common dropout indicators, race of students, and gender 
 44 
of students.  The only limitation the researcher encountered was the problem of 
interpreting casual relationships which were present. 
Population and Sample 
 The target population for this study included all students in a mid-south school 
district that have been classified as a high school dropout.  The dropout sample consisted 
of African American and Caucasian high school students who were previously enrolled in 
a mid-south suburban school district but were classified as a dropout between the years 
2006-2011.  Students in these two racial subgroups accounted for the largest percentage 
of dropouts in this mid-south suburban school district.  From the district’s data base, a 
random sample of African American and Caucasian graduates between the years 2006-
2011 was also identified, selected, and utilized in this study. 
Although noted in the limitations section, the sample in this study is 
representative of the target population.  The sampling method was chosen due to the 
availability of data and number of participants in the selected subgroups.  Currently, 
approximately 37.8% of the students in this district are African American and 52.3% are 
Caucasian.   
The study focuses on the hierarchal ranking of each dropout variable and whether 
the relationship differences were significant.  The rationale for selecting only African 
American and Caucasian high school dropouts from the school district in this study was 
because of the ample number of samples present in these sub groups.  The amount of data 
for Hispanic and Asian high school dropouts was scarce in comparison.  The data 




Before the initiation of this study, the researcher obtained permission from the 
superintendent of the selected school district to collect and analyze data housed in the 
system’s mainframe computer.  Additionally, necessary approval was obtained from the 
University of Memphis’ Internal Review Board (IRB).  The required forms were 
submitted and approval was granted.  The researcher forwarded a letter outlining the 
purpose of the study and the data that would be collected to the attention of the district’s 
Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent of Student Services, and Director of 
Technology.  A copy of this correspondence was included with the paperwork submitted 
to the IRB.  The data was collected from the selected school district’s data base system, 
PowerSchool.  The data obtained from students’ records was kept confidential and all 
personal identifiers such as names of students and mailing addresses were excluded from 
the information gathered.  Students were assigned a random number; therefore, the 
researcher was never aware of the identity of any students used in the study.  The results 
of the information gathered helped determine if a relationship exists between dropout 
variables, race, and gender. 
Data Analysis 
 Data in this study was collected using one method.  Data pertaining to high school 
dropouts in the school district in this study was secured, examined, and analyzed.  The 
information gathered from student records was entered as data using the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software for proper interpretative results.  Data 
analysis was based on the research questions and research design of this study. 
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Additionally, there were seven dropout indicators selected for this study.  They 
included absenteeism, retention, grade point average, age of student, socio-economic 
background, behavioral infractions, and special needs classification.  These seven 
variables served as independent variables. 
Data extracted from students’ records was analyzed to identify the presence of 
one or more dropout variables.  Dropout students identified in this mid-south school 
district would have been assigned to at least one of the system’s ten high schools.  The 
school district is one of the mid-south’s highest performing school systems and maintains 
an otherwise high graduation rate.  Additionally, a random selection of high school 
graduates was taken to compare to dropouts. 
 A descriptive analysis was performed on the sample group to obtain a clear 
understanding of the population of high school dropouts.  Measures of central tendency 
and dispersion were computed.  The researcher determined means, medians, and 
percentiles based on the data input.  Standard deviations were determined during data 
analysis and reported as well.  This quantitative study used correlation analysis and 
logistic regression analysis to analyze the data.  In the correlation analysis, the researcher 
was able to determine the strength of direction of the relationships between selected 
dropout variables and race as well as dropout variables and gender.  A logistic regression 
model was run as well in order to determine whether each of the set of independent 
variables had a unique predictive relationship to the dependent variable.  The results of 
analysis procedures were interpreted and evaluated for implications.  In the chapters that 




 This chapter provides a description of the research design and rationale for 
selecting the research strategy used in this study.  The chapter also examined the data 
collection procedures and method of analysis that was used to gather and interpret the 
information studied.  The population for this study consisted of a representative sample of 
high school dropouts and graduates in a suburban school district located in the mid-south.  
The data collected from student records was compiled using a spreadsheet program and 
analyzed in this chapter.  However, the next chapter presents the results of this study in 





















Analysis of Data 
 
 Given data collected from 2006-2011 on the population of high school dropouts 
and a representative sample of high school graduates in a suburban Tennessee school 
district, the fundamental purpose of this study was to determine the extent of relationship 
between students’ dropout status and a set of demographic and institutional variables 
routinely collected by the district and to determine whether the extent of such 
relationships differed when examined by students’ ethnicity and gender.  
Through a mixture of descriptive and inferential procedures, answers to the 13 
research questions articulated in preceding chapters are provided in four series of tables. 
Immediately following is an outline of what is included in the tables, grouped by whether 
the analytic focus of the question was all students (Research Questions 1 through 4), 
students by ethnicity (Research Questions 5 through 8), students by gender (Research 
Questions 9 through 12), or students “crossed” by ethnicity and gender (Research 
Question 13). Following this general outline of the chapter’s contents, the results 
pertinent to each research question are detailed and a summary of major findings 
completes the presentation. 
Chapter Outline 
As previously mentioned, the 13 research questions posited about dropping out 
of/graduating from high school may be grouped by their analytic focus. As there are four 
such foci, there are four groups of research questions and four corresponding series of 
tables. 
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In the first series, answers pertinent to Research Question 1 though Research 
Question 4 are provided. Concerning the entire population of dropouts—whether 
considered in the aggregate (N = 353) or as grouped by legal age of departure (n >18 = 
149, n >= 18 = 204) —this set of four questions is as follows: 
Question 1: Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, 
how does a selection of demographic and institutional variables describe a 
population of students who have dropped out of schools in a moderately-sized 
suburban district during the previous five years? 
Question 2: After pooling observations made on a comparable sample of 
graduates with those made on the dropout population, what relationships emerge 
between each of the selected variables taken individually and a student’s status as 
a graduate or dropout? 
Question 3: What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of dropouts grouped by legal age of 
departure are compared? 
Question 4: After pooling observations made on the sample of graduates with 
those made on the dropout population, what institutional and demographic 
variables, when simultaneously examined, are observed to predict dropping out of 
school, both for the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
With regard to Question 1, frequencies and percentages pertinent to each predictor 
variable and dropping out of/graduating from high school are presented for the aggregate 
(Table 1) and for dropouts grouped by legal age of departure (Table 2). For the aggregate, 
zero order correlations pertinent to Question 2 are also provided in Table 1, while those 
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observed for the two student subgroups defined by legal age of departure are presented in 
Table 3. Also presented in Table 3 are the results of testing whether such correlations 
observed for these two dropout subgroups differ significantly in their strength of 
relationship apropos Question 3. Finally, regarding how well the set of indicator variables 
predict dropping out when such variables are examined simultaneously (Question 4), the 
results are presented in a series of three “hierarchical” or “block entry” logistic regression 
tables: the first dealing the entire dropout population (Table 4), the second dealing with 
just those students who were younger than 18 years old when they left school (Table 5), 
and the third dealing only with those students 18 years old or older when they left school 
(Table 6).  
Whether or not a particular variable is a significant predictor of dropping out is 
provided in these tables by two sources of information: the first being the significance 
level observed for the Wald statistic, analogous to the t statistic in “OLS” regression, and 
the second being the value observed for the change in the odds ratio denoted by the value 
observed for Exp(B). When Exp(B) is at or near a value of 1.0 and the 95% confidence 
interval is seen to contain that value, there is no meaningful change in the odds with 
respect to the occurrence or non- occurrence of dropping out when the predictor is added 
to the model. However, to the extent that Exp(B) for a given predictor either significantly 
exceeds 1.0 or significantly drops below 1.0,  the odds of dropping out or not dropping 
out are either substantially improved or substantially diminished, respectively. 
In a second series of tables concerning students’ dropout status by ethnicity, 
answers pertinent to Research Questions 5 through 9 are provided. Targeting the 156 
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White students and 197 Black students who dropped out of a district high school for the 
period 2006 to 2011, this set of four questions is as follows: 
Question 5: Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, 
how does the selection of demographic and institutional variables describe the 
population of a) White and b) Black students who have dropped out of school 
under the circumstances previously outlined? 
Question 6: When the pooled observations made on graduates and on a) White 
and B) Black dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of 
these selected variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or 
dropout, both for the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
Question 7: What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of a) White and b) Black dropouts are 
compared, both in the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
Question 8: After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what 
institutional and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are 
observed to predict dropping out of school for a) White and b) Black students, 
considered in the aggregate? 
In a manner similar to the presentation of the findings for Research Question 1, 
frequencies and percentages pertinent to all of the predictor variables—ethnicity 
excepted—and the instance of dropping out of/graduating from high school are presented 
for both White and Black students in the aggregate (Table 7), for White and Black 
students who left school before 18 years of age (Table 8), and for White and Black 
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students who left school at 18 years or age or older (Table 9) with respect to Research 
Question 5, the first in this series of questions. 
With regard to Research Question 6, zero order correlations between each of the 
predictor variables—again, excepting ethnicity—and the instance of dropping out 
of/remaining in high school are presented separately for both White and Black students 
first in the aggregate (Table 10), then for White and Black students who were recorded as 
leaving school before 18 years of age (Table 11), and finally for White and Black 
students who were recorded as leaving school at 18 years of age or older (Table 12). 
Along with the correlations themselves, the results of statistically testing the difference 
between the correlations observed for Black and White students in the aggregate, for 
students younger than 18, and for students 18 years old or older are presented in these 
same three tables in response to Research Question 7. 
As with Research Question 4, hierarchical logistic regression was the statistical 
procedure employed to answer Research Question 8, with the results for White students 
in the aggregate presented in Table 13 and the results for Black students in the aggregate 
presented in Table 14. Because of insufficient sample sizes, however, no supplementary 
logistic regressions were run on the two ethnic groups subdivided according to students’ 
legal age of departure. 
In a third series of tables, answers pertinent to Research Questions 9 through 12 
are provided to questions concerning students’ status as dropping out of/graduating from 
high school by the gender of the student. Having as their focus the 116 females and 237 
males who dropped out of a district high school during the period, these four questions 
are as follows: 
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Question 9: Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, 
how does the selection of demographic and instructional variables describe the 
population of a) Male and b) Female students who have dropped out of school 
under the circumstances previously outlined? 
Question 10: When the pooled observations made on graduates and a) Male and 
b) Female dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of 
these selected variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or 
dropout, both for the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
Question 11: What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of a) Male and b) Female dropouts are 
compared, both in the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
Question 12: After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what 
institutional and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are 
observed to predict dropping out of school for a) male and b) female students, 
considered in the aggregate? 
As these four research questions concerning students’ genders and dropping out 
of/graduating from school parallel those asked about students’ ethnicities and dropping 
out/graduating from school, the answers to these questions are presented in a similar 
manner. Thus, for the two genders, frequencies and percentages pertinent to Research 
Question 9 are presented for all students in the aggregate in Table 15, for students who 
left school before turning 18 in Table 16, and for students who left school after turning 18 
in Table 17. With regard to Research Questions 10 and 11, zero order correlations are 
provided along with tests for differences in the strength of these correlations for all 
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students by gender in the aggregate in Table 18 and for the two genders subdivided 
according to legal age of departure in Tables 19 and 20, respectively. With regard to 
Research Question 12, the simultaneous examination of all predictor variables and 
dropping out of/graduating from high school is provided in separate hierarchical logistic 
regression tables: one for females (Table 21) and one for males (Table 22). 
Posed for the sake of completeness, a final research question concerns the 
interaction of gender and ethnicity and dropping out of/graduating from high school. 
Concerning four groups of dropouts—White males (n = 108), White females (n = 48), 
Black males (n = 129), and Black females (n = 68)—this question is as follows: 
Question 13: In crossing the gender and ethnic characteristics of students in the 
dropout population, what relationships emerge between the remaining variables 
and a student’s status as a dropout or graduate and how does the strength of such 
relationships compare across groups? 
With regard to this final question, frequencies and percentages pertinent to 
females by ethnicity are provided in Table 23, while those pertinent to males by ethnicity 
are provided in Table 24. Along with statistical tests for differences, zero order 
correlations between the predictor variables and dropping out are explored for White 
students by gender in Table 25 and for Black students by gender in Table 26. To avoid 
redundancy, only the results of comparing the correlations obtained for White females 
and Black females and for White males and Black males are provided in Table 27. As 
these groups are already very small, subdividing them once more by legal age of 
departure seemed not to provide useful additional information. 
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Findings by Research Question 
The data this study included both the population of all dropouts and non-dropouts 
who attended a Tennessee suburban school district from the year 2006-2011.  Data was 
mined from the school district mainframe computer which houses student data.  The 
researcher requested access to the mainframe to extract the data needed; however, the 
district’s director of technology elected to assign the task to a technology specialist to 
complete for the researcher.  Once all information had been obtained, each student’s 
name was deleted and replaced with a non-identifying number to ensure their anonymity.  
This information was then compressed into an Excel worksheet and forwarded to the 
researcher so that more complete answers to the research questions posited in this study 
could be answered via Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). In four series 
of tables, answers to these research questions are provided below with respect to 1) all 
students in the aggregate, 2) students by ethnicity, 3) students by gender, and 4) students 
crossed by ethnicity and gender. 
All Students in the Aggregate: Research Questions 1 to 4 
Question 1:  Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of 
departure, how does a selection of demographic and institutional variables describe a 
population of students who have dropped out of schools in a moderately-sized suburban 
district during the previous five years? 
Shown in Table 1 are the frequencies and percentages pertinent to the 
demographic and institutional characteristics of the population of dropouts who exited the 
school district during the specified period. For comparative purposes, also provided in 
Table 1 are the same characteristics pertinent to a sample of students who graduated from 
the same district during the same period, along with the zero order correlation coefficient 
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between each demographic and institutional characteristic and a student’s status as a 
graduate or a dropout. As each of these correlations proved to be statistically significant, 
all of the characteristics may be said to predict whether students dropped out or graduated 
from high school, although the strength of the prediction clearly varied. 
Four of these predictor variables are categorical and dichotomous in nature: 
gender, ethnicity, special education status and free and reduced lunch. With respect to 
gender, inspection of Table 1 shows the population of dropouts to be more male (67.1%) 
than female (32.9%) when compared to the nearly equal distribution of males (52.2%) 
and females (47.8%) in the sample of graduates. In terms of ethnicity, there were 
somewhat more Black students (55.8%) than Whites (44.2%) among dropouts while 
almost obverse proportions of White students (55.4%) and Black (44.6%) were seen 
among graduates. Although students receiving free and reduced lunch were observed 
among both graduates (31.6%) and dropouts (48.7%), the proportion so noted was 
significantly higher among the latter than the former. Likewise, students who received 
special education accommodations were observed among both groups; however, the 
proportion of such students noted among dropouts (13.6%) was nearly twice that noted 
for graduates (7.3%). 
In addition to these categorical data, numeric data concerning student retentions, 
absenteeism, behavioral infractions, and academic performance were made available for 
study, although these are presented in categorical form to enable ready comparison 
between groups of students. To enable a clearer picture of how absenteeism and 
behavioral infractions were related to dropping out, the former was computed both as a 
grand total across the years in question and as an annual average, while the latter was 
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indexed as three phenomena: in-school suspensions, out-of -school suspensions, and 
expulsions.  
Regarding retention, analysis of the data showed that nearly 40% of all dropouts 
had been retained one time (21.5%) or more (18.2%), compared to the less than 10% who 
had been retained one time (7.9%) or more (1.3%) among graduates. Also higher among 
dropouts than graduates were the level of absences, the number of in-school and out-of-
school suspensions, and the incidence of expulsions. Whether reckoned in terms of a sum 
or an average, dropouts appeared to be more frequently absent than graduates, with some 
53% of the former having in all 30 or more total absences, compared to only 25.3% of the 
latter and nearly twice the proportion of dropouts having 10 or more annual absences 
(31.7%) compared with the same rate observed among graduates (14.6%). Similarly, 
dropouts appeared to be suspended at a rate of approaching twice that of graduates, with 
roughly 64% of the former having one or more in-school suspensions, compared to about 
39% of the latter, and slightly more than 61% of the former having one or more out-of-
school suspensions compared with roughly 24% of the latter. While comparatively few 
students in either group had ever been expelled, the proportion was still significantly 
higher among dropouts (13.6%) than graduates (2.2%). 
Taken together, all of these variables add up to a profile that generally 
discriminates students who do not graduate from high school from those who do; 
however, inspection of the results for Grade Point Average suggests no other variable that 
so clearly distinguishes one group from the other. As seen in Table 1, some 98 graduates 
(31.0%) earned an academic average of more than 3.0 compared to only four dropouts 
with performing at the same level (1.1%), while conversely, only two graduates earned a 
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G.P.A. of 1.0 or less (0.6%) compared with some 106 dropouts (30.0%) who achieved at 
similar levels. In essence, regarding this variable, there is not merely some discrepancy 
between the proportion of graduates and non-graduates in each of achievement 
categories, but rather a top-to-bottom difference between the members of these two 
groups that is thoroughgoing and complete. 
As data were extracted for the 353 dropouts observed, the codes denoting the age 
at which student left school—either younger than 18 years (n = 149, 42.2%) or 18 years 
or older (n = 204, 57.7%)—were retained so that the dynamics of dropping out at a higher 
could be explored at a higher level of precision. As Table 2 shows, the percentages 
observed for the two dropouts groups are similar with respect to all indicators except one: 
the ethnicity of the student. Where nearly equal proportions of Black (48.3%) and White 
students (51.7%) are observed to drop out of school before they are 18, the numbers are 
disproportionate among students who left school at or above 18 years of age. For that 
group, White students appear more likely to see high school through when they have 
reached a certain age (38.7%). For reasons that are not transparent, however, Black 
students, on the other hand, appear less willing or able to do so when they become of 




Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Eleven Variables that Predict Graduating or  
Dropping Out of School for the Entire Sample of Students (N = 669) 
 
Graduates  
(N = 316) 
Dropouts 
(N = 353) Predictor Variable 
f % f % 
       
Gender (r = 0.152 p < .001) 
 Female  151 47.8 116 32.9 
 Male  165 52.2 237 67.1 
 
      
Ethnicity (r = 0.112, p < .01) 
 Black  141 44.6 197 55.8 
 White  175 55.4 156 44.2 
       
Free/Reduced Lunch (r = 0.174, p < .01) 
 No  216 68.4 181 51.3 
 Yes  100 31.6 172 48.7 
       
Special Education Status (r = 0.102, p = .01) 
 No  293 92.7 305 86.4 
 Yes  23 7.3 48 13.6 
       
Retentions (r = 0.356, p < .001) 
 None  287 90.8 213 60.3 
 One   25 7.9 76 21.5 
 More than One 4 1.3 64 18.2 
       
Total Absences (r = 0.269, p < .001) 
 Six or Fewer 79 25.0 60 17.0 
 B/W 7 & 18 89 28.2 49 13.9 
 B/W 19 & 30 68 21.5 57 16.1 
 More than 30 80 25.3 187 53.0 
       
Average Annual Absences (r = 0.244, p < .001) 
 Two or Fewer 98 31.0 67 19.0 
 B/W 2 & 5 103 32.6 77 21.8 
 B/W 5 & 10 69 21.8 97 27.5 
 More than 10 46 14.6 112 31.7 
              
 
(Table 1 continues) 
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 (Table 1 continued) 
 
Graduates  
(N = 316) 
Dropouts 
(N = 353) Predictor Variable 
f % f % 
       
In-School Suspensions (r = 0.289, p < .001) 
 None  223 70.6 124 35.1 
 B/W 1 & 5 74 23.4 141 39.9 
 More than 5 19 6.0 88 24.9 
       
Out of School Suspensions (r = 0.335, p < .001) 
 None  241 76.3 137 38.8 
 B/W 1 & 5 71 22.5 163 46.2 
 More than 5 4 1.3 53 15.0 
       
Expulsions (r = 0.206, p < .001) 
 None  309 97.8 305 86.4 
 One or More 7 2.2 48 13.6 
       
Grade Point Average (r = -0.670, p < .001) 
 1.0 or Less 2 0.6 106 30.0 
 B/W 1.1 & 2.0 67 21.2 195 55.2 
 B/W 2.1 & 3.0 149 47.2 48 13.6 
 More than 3.0 98 31.0 4 1.1 





Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Eleven Variables that Predict Dropping Out of School 
for Students Less than or Greater than or Equal to Eighteen Years Old (N = 353) 
 
 
Dropouts < 18 
(N = 149) 
Dropouts >= 18 
(N = 204) Predictor Variable 
F % f % 
       
Gender 
 Female  50 33.6 66 32.4 
 Male  99 66.4 138 67.6 
       
Ethnicity 
 Black  72 48.3 125 61.3 
 White  77 51.7 79 38.7 
       
Free/Reduced Lunch 
 No  82 55.0 99 48.5 
 Yes  67 45.0 105 51.5 
       
Special Education Status 
 No  126 84.6 179 87.7 
 Yes  23 15.4 25 12.3 
       
Retentions 
 None  98 65.8 115 56.4 
 One   30 20.1 46 22.5 
 More than One 21 14.1 36 17.6 
       
Total Absences 
 Six or Fewer 31 20.8 29 14.2 
 B/W 7 & 18 19 12.8 30 14.7 
 B/W 19 & 30 27 18.1 30 14.7 
 More than 30 72 48.3 115 56.4 
       
Average Annual Absences 
 Two or Fewer 35 23.5 32 15.7 
 B/W 2 & 5 33 22.1 44 21.6 
 B/W 5 & 10 41 27.5 56 27.5 
 More than 10 40 26.8 72 35.3 
              
 
(Table 2 continues)  
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(Table 2 continued) 
 
 
Dropouts > 18 
(N = 149) 
Dropouts <= 18 
(N = 204) Predictor Variable 
F % f % 
       
In-School Suspensions 
 None  55 36.9 69 33.8 
 B/W 1 & 5 56 37.6 85 41.7 
 More than 5 38 25.5 50 24.5 
       
Out of School Suspensions 
 None  58 38.9 79 38.7 
 B/W 1 & 5 71 47.7 92 45.1 
 More than 5 20 13.4 33 16.2 
       
Expulsions 
 None  123 82.6 182 89.2 
 One or More 26 17.5 22 10.8 
       
Grade Point Average 
 1.0 or Less 57 38.3 49 24.0 
 B/W 1.1 & 2.0 67 45.0 128 62.7 
 B/W 2.1 & 3.0 24 16.1 24 11.8 
 More than 3.0 1 0.7 3 1.5 
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 With respect to the entire population of dropouts and its two constituent 
subgroups, Research Questions 2 and 3 concern the correlation of each predictor variable 
with the instance of dropping out of/graduating from high school. 
Question 2: After pooling observations made on a comparable sample of 
graduates with those made on the dropout population, what relationships emerge 
between each of the selected variables taken individually and a student’s status as 
a graduate or dropout? 
Question 3: What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of dropouts grouped by legal age of 
departure are compared? 
 As previously mentioned with respect to Research Question 2, all of the 
demographic and institutional variables appear to be significant predictors for all the 
population of dropouts (see, again, Table 1). While generally smaller correlations are 
observed for the categorical indicators, larger ones tend to be observed for such outcomes 
as retentions (r = 0.36, p < .001), total absences (r = 0.27, p < .001), out-of-school 
suspensions (r = 0.34, p < .001), and, above all, Grade Point Average (r = -0.67, p < 
.001). Relative to all other indicators, the correlation observed between dropping out and 
G.P.A. is distinguished not only by its magnitude but also by its negative direction: as 
G.P.A. decreases the chance that in this district a student will drop out of a high school 
substantially increase. 
 Provided in Table 3 and also pertinent to Research Question 2 are the correlation 
coefficients between each predictor variable and whether or not a student dropped out by 
legal age of departure. For both dropout subgroups, inspection of the outcomes indicates 
 64 
that all of the correlation coefficients were statistically significant predictors of dropping 
out with two exceptions: student ethnicity within the younger than 18 years age group (r 
= 0.04, p =.46) and special education status within the 18 years or older age group (r = 
0.08, p = 0.06).  
With regard to Research Question 3 and any observed differences in the strength 
of the correlations obtained for the two groups, the results of testing indicate only one 
statistically significant difference. Consistent with what was said earlier about the 
disproportion number of Black students in the 18 years or older group of dropouts, a 
difference between the magnitude of the correlations is observed with respect to ethnicity 
(Z = -2.02, p = .043). Specifically, the relationship between ethnicity and dropping out of 
high school was stronger for students in the 18 or older age group (r = 0.16, p < .001), 
than it was for the younger than 18 years age group (r = .04, p = .46). 
While all of these variables taken individually predict dropping out of/graduating 
from high school in the aggregate, it is unclear how much predictive power these 
variables have as a unit. Research Question 4 attempts to address this concern by way of 
logistic regression: 
Question 4: After pooling observations made on the sample of graduates with 
those made on the dropout population, what institutional and demographic 
variables, when simultaneously examined, are observed to predict dropping out of 
school, both for the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
Because of the magnitude of the relationship between Grade Point Average and dropping 
out was so large relative to all other indicators, two-step hierarchical or “block entry” 
logistic regressions were conducted for all students in the aggregate (Table 4), for just 
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those students who dropped out of school before they were 18 (Table 5), and for just 
those students who dropped out of school after they turned 18 (Table 6), so that the 
contributions of other predictors could be explored outside the powerful influence of 
G.P.A. 
Regarding all dropouts, irrespective of their age of departure, all variables other 
than G.P.A. were added into the model in the first block.  As shown in Table 5, the 
results based on this set of variables indicate that the model fit the data well enough (χ2 
(9, N = 699) = 179.08, p < .001), correctly classifying 73.9% of the observations. More 
specifically, four out of the nine variables attained statistical significance, including total 
number of absences (Wald = 6.00, p < .05) number of retentions (Wald = 30.64, p < .001) 
number of out-of-school suspensions (Wald = 13.19, p < .0001) and number of 
expulsions (Wald = 5.13, p < .05).  The odds ratios indicate that having more absences, 
more retentions, more out-of-school suspensions, and more expulsions were statistically 
significantly associated with dropping out of high school.   
 In the second step of the analysis, Grade Point Average was added into the model.  
The results for the second step indicate a statistically significant improvement in the “fit” 
of the model to the data (χ2 (1, N = 699) = 222.11, p < .001), coupled with a large 
increase in the proportion of students correctly classified by the model (83.9%) In 
addition to academic achievement (Wald = 128.50, p < .001), three out of the nine other 
variables reached statistical significance: gender (Wald = 4.01, p < .05), ethnicity (Wald = 
11.26, p < .01), and number of expulsions (Wald = 4.92, p < .05). The odds ratios suggest 
that being male, being Black, having more expulsions, and having a lower grade point 




Correlations and Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Eleven 
Variables that Predict Dropping Out of School for Students Less than Eighteen and 
Greater than or Equal to Eighteen Years Old (N = 699) 
 
Dropouts < 18 Dropouts >= 18 
(N = 465) (N = 520) Test Statistics 
Predictor Variable r1 p r2 p Z P 
                  
 
Gender 0.13 0.004 0.15 0.000 -0.3 0.764 
 
Ethnicity 0.04 0.456 0.16 0.000 -2.02 0.043 
 
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.13 0.005 0.20 0.000 -1.09 0.276 
 
Special Education 0.13 0.006 0.08 0.056 0.7 0.484 
 
Retentions 0.33 0.000 0.42 0.000 -1.53 0.126 
 
Total Absences 0.22 0.000 0.32 0.000 -1.72 0.085 
 
Average Absences 0.19 0.000 0.29 0.000 -1.69 0.091 
 
IS Suspensions 0.29 0.000 0.31 0.000 -0.45 0.653 
 
OS Suspensions 0.36 0.000 0.36 0.000 -0.07 0.944 
 
Expulsions 0.28 0.000 0.19 0.000 1.49 0.136 
 
Grade Point Average -0.65 0.000 -0.64 0.000 0.24 0.810 
















Hierarchical Logistic Regression Summary for Sampled Students Who Graduated and All 
Students Categorized as Dropouts, 2006 to 2011(N= 699) 
 




Constant -0.95 0.18 26.48 *** 0.39
Gender 0.23 0.18 1.55  0.88 1.26 1.80
Ethnicity -0.33 0.21 2.56  0.48 0.72 1.08
Special Education 0.03 0.32 0.01  0.55 1.03 1.92
Total Absences 0.01 0.00 6.00 * 1.00 1.01 1.01
Retentions 1.07 0.19 30.64 *** 1.99 2.90 4.23
IS Suspensions 0.02 0.03 0.38  0.95 1.02 1.09
OS Suspensions 0.25 0.07 13.19 *** 1.12 1.28 1.47
Expulsions 0.97 0.43 5.13 * 1.14 2.63 6.05
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.34 0.21 2.65 0.93 1.41 2.12
Constant 4.96 0.55 80.76 ***
Gender -0.48 0.24 4.01 * 0.39 0.62 0.99
Ethnicity -0.89 0.27 11.26 ** 0.24 0.41 0.69
Special Education -0.32 0.39 0.68  0.34 0.73 1.55
Total Absences 0.00 0.00 0.92  1.00 1.00 1.01
Retentions 0.37 0.21 3.21  0.97 1.45 2.17
IS Suspensions -0.02 0.04 0.32  0.92 0.98 1.05
OS Suspensions 0.10 0.07 2.18  0.97 1.10 1.25
Expulsions 1.08 0.49 4.92 * 1.13 2.96 7.70
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.23 0.25 0.80  0.76 1.25 2.06
Grade Point Average -2.34 0.21 128.50 *** 0.06 0.10 0.14
Wald
*p  < .05. **p  <.01. ***p  <.001.
95% CI for Odds Ratio
(χ
2
(9) = 179.08, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .235, R
2
N  = .313;  Classified = 73.1%)
(χ
2
(1) = 222.107, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .451, R
2
N  = .602;  Classified = 83.9%)
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When a logistic regression was conducted on the group of dropouts who left 
school before they were 18 years old (see Table 5), the differences between the results 
observed for the aggregate and this particular subgroup proved to be minor. As before, 
when the initial set of variables was added, the model appeared to provide an adequate 
“fit” to the data (χ2 (9, N = 465) = 96.82, p < .001), correctly classifying 76.8% of the 
observations. As with the previous model, three out of the nine variables attained 
statistical significance, including total number of retentions (Wald = 12.75, p < .001) 
number of out-of-school suspensions (Wald = 11.19, p < .001), and number of expulsions 
(Wald = 9.93, p < .01), with the odds ratios indicating that more retentions, more out-of-
school suspensions, and more expulsions were linked, for this group, with an increased 
likelihood of dropping out. 
 Upon adding G.P.A. to the model, there was a statistically significant 
improvement in the fit of the model to the data, (χ2 (1, N = 465) = 177.31, p < .001) and a 
sizable increase in the percentage of students correctly classified (85.8%).  Given the 
addition of G.P.A., (Wald = 90.81, p < .001), the same three variables as were observed 
for the aggregate were also observed for this subset of dropouts: specifically, gender 
(Wald = 3.91, p < .05), ethnicity (Wald = 10.52, p < .01), and number of expulsions 
(Wald = 11.27, p < .01). Once again, the odds ratios suggest that being male, being Black, 
having more expulsions, and having a lower grade point average would enhance the 
probability that one would be a dropout for the district in question 
With respect to the older subset of dropouts, inspection of the logistic regression 
results that appear in Table 6 reveal some interesting departures from the results observed 
for the two previous models. As before, the beginning model adequately fits the data, 
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correctly classifying about 76.4% of the observations. Three out of the nine variables 
attained statistical significance, but in this model the significant predictors were total 
number of absences (Wald = 12.58, p <.001), number of retentions (Wald = 12.58, p 
<.001), and—rather than expulsions—number of out-of-school suspensions, (Wald = 
6.57, p <.05). The odds ratios indicate that more absences, more retentions, and more out-
of-school suspensions were, for this subset, statistically significantly associated with 
dropping out of high school.   
 Regarding the second step in the model, the addition of G.P A. enhanced the fit of 
the model ( χ2 (1, N = 520) = 131.09, p < .001) and improved the percentage of 
observations correctly classified (85.2%).  However, for this group of dropouts, neither 
gender nor ethnicity proved to be significant predictors of dropping out once academic 
achievement had been taken into account (Wald = 85.82, p <.001). Rather, for this group 
of older dropouts, the significant predictors included total number of absences (Wald = 
4.58, p <.05) and number of retentions (Wald = 7.09, p <.01). Thus, for those students 
who dropped out of school later in their academic careers, having more absences, more 
retentions, and a lower grade point average proved to be those factors that increased the 




Hierarchical Logistic Regression Summary for Sampled Students Who Graduated and All 
Students Younger than 18 Years Old Who Dropped Out, 2006 to 2011(N= 465) 
 




Constant -1.43 0.23 37.94 *** 0.24
Gender 0.09 0.24 0.15  0.69 1.10 1.74
Ethnicity -0.50 0.27 3.55  0.36 0.60 1.02
Special Education 0.02 0.39 0.00  0.47 1.02 2.19
Total Absences 0.00 0.00 0.20  0.99 1.00 1.01
Retentions 0.85 0.24 12.75 *** 1.47 2.34 3.72
IS Suspensions 0.00 0.04 0.00  0.92 1.00 1.09
OS Suspensions 0.27 0.08 11.19 ** 1.12 1.32 1.55
Expulsions 1.46 0.46 9.93 ** 1.74 4.30 10.63
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.43 0.27 2.59  0.91 1.54 2.62
Constant 5.47 0.74 54.59 *** 236.72
Gender -0.63 0.32 3.91 * 0.28 0.53 0.99
Ethnicity -1.14 0.35 10.52 ** 0.16 0.32 0.64
Special Education -0.75 0.47 2.50  0.19 0.47 1.20
Total Absences -0.01 0.01 0.93  0.98 0.99 1.01
Retentions -0.18 0.28 0.39  0.48 0.84 1.46
IS Suspensions 0.00 0.05 0.00  0.91 1.00 1.09
OS Suspensions 0.04 0.08 0.32  0.90 1.04 1.22
Expulsions 1.86 0.55 11.27 ** 2.17 6.41 18.97
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.47 0.34 1.92  0.82 1.59 3.08
Grade Point Average -2.81 0.29 90.81 *** 0.03 0.06 0.11
95% CI for Odds Ratio
Wald
*p  < .05. **p  <.01. ***p  <.001.
(χ
2
(9) = 96.821, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .188, R
2
N  = .263;  Classified = 76.8%)
(χ
2
(1) = 177.305, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .445, R
2






Hierarchical Logistic Regression Summary for Sampled Students Who Graduated and All 
Students 18 Years Old and Older Who Dropped Out, 2006 to 2011(N= 520) 
 




Constant -1.82 0.22 69.07 *** 0.16
Gender 0.35 0.22 2.53  0.92 1.42 2.19
Ethnicity 0.01 0.01 1.39  1.00 1.01 1.02
Special Education -0.18 0.39 0.20  0.39 0.84 1.81
Total Absences 0.01 0.00 12.58 *** 1.01 1.01 1.02
Retentions 1.20 0.21 33.81 *** 2.21 3.32 4.97
IS Suspensions 0.03 0.04 0.60  0.96 1.03 1.10
OS Suspensions 0.18 0.07 6.57 * 1.04 1.20 1.37
Expulsions 0.30 0.51 0.36  0.50 1.35 3.64
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.21 0.23 0.88  0.79 1.24 1.94
Constant 3.56 0.58 37.48 *** 35.25
Gender -0.21 0.27 0.64  0.48 0.81 1.36
Ethnicity 0.01 0.01 0.99  0.99 1.01 1.02
Special Education -0.42 0.44 0.92  0.28 0.66 1.55
Total Absences 0.01 0.00 4.58 * 1.00 1.01 1.02
Retentions 0.56 0.21 7.09 ** 1.16 1.76 2.66
IS Suspensions -0.02 0.04 0.49  0.91 0.98 1.05
OS Suspensions 0.06 0.06 0.97  0.94 1.06 1.21
Expulsions 0.16 0.53 0.09  0.41 1.17 3.34
Free/Reduced Lunch -0.19 0.27 0.52  0.49 0.82 1.39
Grade Point Average -2.18 0.24 85.82 *** 0.07 0.11 0.18
95% CI for Odds Ratio
Wald
*p  < .05. **p  <.01. ***p  <.001.
(χ
2
(9) = 184.221, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .292, R
2
N  = .394;  Classified = 76.4%)
(χ
2
(1) = 131.091, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .446, R
2
N  = .601;  Classified = 85.2%)
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Dropouts by Ethnicity: Research Questions 5 to 8 
 The second set of Research Questions concerns dropout phenomena when the 
data are organized by the ethnicity of the student. As with the previous questions, data 
pertinent to the age at which students dropped out facilitate a more fine-grained analysis 
of the results; however, as the size of the groups examined shrinks, carrying out logistic 
regressions on these subsets of observations within subsets of observations becomes 
unwise. As a result, Research Question 8 makes no reference to students’ “legal age of 
departure.” 
Question 5: Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, 
how does the selection of demographic and institutional variables describe the 
population of a) White and b) Black students who have dropped out of school 
under the circumstances previously outlined? 
 Presented in Table 7 are the frequencies and percentages obtained across the ten 
predictor variables for graduates and dropouts, considered by the students’ ethnicity as 
either White or Black.  With respect to the proportion of students who dropped out by 
gender, inspection of the table indicates that the percentage of White females (30.8%) 
and White males (69.2%) who in the aggregate dropped out were similar to the 
percentage of Blacks females (34.5%) and Black males (65.5%) who in the aggregate 
dropped out. At the same time, especially sharp differences among Black and White 
dropouts appear with respect to the proportion of students receiving free and reduced 
lunch (65.0% to 28.2%, respectively), being retained one or more times (47.2% to 30.2%, 
respectively), having been suspended either in-school (76.1% to 50.6%, respectively) or 
out-of-school (77.1% to 41.0%, respectively), and having been expelled (18.2% to 7.7%). 
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Most of these differences persist when results pertinent to Black and White students who 
dropped out prior to turning 18 (see Table 8) and those pertinent to Black and White 
students who dropped out at age 18 or older (see Table 9) are analyzed. 
Results pertinent to the two Research Questions following are presented in Tables 
10 through 12. 
Question 6: When the pooled observations made on graduates and on a) White 
and B) Black dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of 
these selected variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or 
dropout, both for the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
Question 7: What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of a) White and b) Black dropouts are 
compared, both in the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
As Table 10 indicates, with respect to all 156 White dropouts irrespective of legal 
age of departure, all ten variables appear to be statistically significant predictors of 
dropping out, with Grade Point Average indicated as the strongest of these (r = -0.70, p < 
.001). However, with respect to all 197 Black dropouts irrespective of legal age of 
departure, neither a student’s free and reduced lunch status (r = 0.04, p = 0.46) nor his or 





Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Ten Variables that Predict Graduating or  




(N = 175) 
Dropout 
(N = 156) 
Graduate 
(N = 141) 
Dropout 
(N = 197) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
Gender 
Female 85 48.6 48 30.8 66.0 46.8 68 34.5 
Male 90 51.4 108 69.2 75.0 53.2 129 65.5 
          
Free/Reduced Lunch 
No 161 92.0 112 71.8 55.0 39.0 69 35.0 
Yes 14 8.0 44 28.2 86.0 61.0 128 65.0 
          
Special Education Status 
No 167 95.4 137 87.8 126.0 89.4 168 85.3 
Yes 8 4.6 19 12.2 15.0 10.6 29 14.7 
          
Retentions 
None 167 95.4 109 69.9 120.0 85.1 104 52.8 
One  8 4.6 24 15.4 17.0 12.1 52 26.4 
Two or More 0 0.0 23 14.8 4.0 2.8 41 20.8 
          
Total Absences 
Six or Fewer 42 24.0 42 26.9 37.0 26.2 18 9.1 
B/W 7 & 18 58 33.1 10 6.4 31.0 22.0 39 19.8 
B/W 19 & 30 32 18.3 28 17.9 36.0 25.5 29 14.7 
More than 30 43 24.6 76 48.7 37.0 26.2 111 56.3 
          
Average Annual Absences 
Two or Fewer 52 29.7 44 26.9 46.0 32.6 23 11.7 
B/W 2 & 5 65 37.1 24 6.4 38.0 27.0 53 26.9 
B/W 5 & 10 34 19.4 47 17.9 35.0 24.8 50 25.4 
More than 10 24 13.7 41 48.7 22.0 15.6 71 36.0 
                    
 
(Table 7 continues) 
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(N = 175) 
Dropout 
(N = 156) 
Graduate 
(N = 141) 
Dropout 
(N = 197) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
In-School Suspensions 
None 139 79.4 77 49.4 84.0 59.6 47 23.9 
B/W 1 & 5 34 19.4 59 37.8 40.0 28.4 82 41.6 
More than 5 2 1.1 20 12.8 17.0 12.1 68 34.5 
          
Out of School Suspensions 
None 150 85.7 92 59.0 91.0 64.5 45 22.8 
B/w 1 & 5 24 13.7 56 35.9 47.0 33.3 107 54.3 
More than 5 1 0.6 8 5.1 3.0 2.1 45 22.8 
          
Expulsions 
None 175 0.0 144 92.3 134.0 95.0 161 81.7 
One or More 0 0.0 12 7.7 7.0 5.0 36 18.2 
          
Grade Point Average 
1.0 or Less 0 0.0 40 25.6 2.0 1.4 66 33.5 
B/w 1.1 & 2.0 21 12.0 84 53.8 46.0 32.6 111 56.3 
B/w 2.1 & 3.0 77 44.0 29 18.6 72.0 51.1 19 9.6 
More than 3.0 77 44.0 3 1.9 21.0 14.9 1 0.5 





Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Ten Variables that Predict Dropping Out of School for 
Students Less than Eighteen Years Old by Student Ethnicity (N =465) 
 
White < 18 Black < 18 
Graduate 
(N = 175) 
Dropout 
(N = 77) 
Graduate 
(N = 141) 
Dropout 
(N = 72) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
Gender 
Female 85 48.6 24 31.2 66 46.8 26 36.1 
Male 90 51.4 53 68.8 75 53.2 46 63.9 
          
Free/Reduced Lunch 
No 161 92.0 54 70.1 55 39.0 28 38.9 
Yes 14 8.0 23 29.9 86 61.0 44 61.1 
          
Special Education Status 
No 167 95.4 67 87.0 126 89.4 59 81.9 
Yes 8 4.6 10 13.0 15 10.6 13 18.1 
          
Retentions 
None 167 95.4 55 71.4 120 85.1 43 59.7 
One  8 4.6 11 14.3 17 12.1 19 26.4 
Two or More 0 0.0 11 14.3 4 2.8 10 13.9 
          
Total Absences 
Six or Fewer 42 24.0 19 24.7 37 26.2 12 16.7 
B/W 7 & 18 58 33.1 5 6.5 31 22.0 14 19.4 
B/W 19 & 30 32 18.3 16 20.8 36 25.5 11 15.3 
More than 30 43 24.6 37 48.1 37 26.2 35 48.6 
          
Average Annual Absences 
Two or Fewer 52 29.7 20 26.0 46 32.6 15 20.8 
B/W 2 & 5 65 37.1 14 18.2 38 27.0 19 26.4 
B/W 5 & 10 34 19.4 23 29.9 35 24.8 18 25.0 
More than 10 24 13.7 20 26.0 22 15.6 20 27.8 
                    
 






(Table 8 continued) 
 
 
White < 18 Black < 18 
Graduate 
(N = 175) 
Dropout 
(N = 77) 
Graduate 
(N = 141) 
Dropout 
(N = 72) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
In-School Suspensions 
None 139 79.4 32 41.6 84 59.6 23 31.9 
B/W 1 & 5 34 19.4 30 39.0 40 28.4 26 36.1 
More than 5 2 1.1 15 19.5 17 12.1 23 31.9 
          
Out of School Suspensions 
None 150 85.7 38 49.4 91 64.5 20 27.8 
B/W 1 & 5 24 13.7 34 44.2 47 33.3 37 51.4 
More than 5 1 0.6 5 6.5 3 2.1 15 20.8 
          
Expulsions 
None 175 0.0 67 87.0 134 95.0 56 77.8 
One or More 0 0.0 10 13.0 7 5.0 16 22.2 
          
Grade Point Average 
1.0 or Less 0 0.0 26 33.8 2 1.4 31 43.1 
B/W 1.1 & 2.0 21 12.0 38 49.4 46 32.6 29 40.3 
B/W 2.1 & 3.0 77 44.0 12 15.6 72 51.1 12 16.7 
More than 3.0 77 44.0 1 1.3 21 14.9 0 0.0 






Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Ten Variables that Predict Dropping Out of School for 
Students Greater than or Equal to Eighteen Years Old by Student Ethnicity (N =520) 
 
White >= 18 Black >= 18 
Graduate 
(N = 175) 
Dropout 
(N = 79) 
Graduate 
(N = 141) 
Dropout 
(N = 125) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
Gender 
Female 85 48.6 24 30.4 66 46.8 42 33.6 
Male 90 51.4 55 69.6 75 53.2 83 66.4 
          
Free/Reduced Lunch 
No 161 92.0 58 73.4 55 39.0 41 32.8 
Yes 14 8.0 21 26.6 86 61.0 84 67.2 
          
Special Education Status 
No 167 95.4 70 88.6 126 89.4 109 87.2 
Yes 8 4.6 9 11.4 15 10.6 16 12.8 
          
Retentions 
None 167 95.4 54 68.4 120 85.1 61 48.8 
One  8 4.6 13 16.5 17 12.1 33 26.4 
Two or More 0 0.0 12 15.2 4 2.8 31 24.8 
          
Total Absences 
Six or Fewer 42 24.0 23 29.1 37 26.2 6 4.8 
B/W 7 & 18 58 33.1 5 6.3 31 22.0 25 20.0 
B/W 19 & 30 32 18.3 12 15.2 36 25.5 18 14.4 
More than 30 43 24.6 39 49.4 37 26.2 76 60.8 
          
Average Annual Absences 
Two or Fewer 52 29.7 24 30.4 46 32.6 8 6.4 
B/W 2 & 5 65 37.1 10 12.7 38 27.0 34 27.2 
B/W 5 & 10 34 19.4 24 30.4 35 24.8 32 25.6 
More than 10 24 13.7 21 26.6 22 15.6 51 40.8 
                    
 




(Table 9 continued) 
 
 
White >= 18 Black >= 18 
Graduate 
(N = 175) 
Dropout 
(N = 79) 
Graduate 
(N = 141) 
Dropout 
(N = 125) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
In-School Suspensions 
None 139 79.4 45 57.0 84 59.6 24 19.2 
B/W 1 & 5 34 19.4 29 36.7 40 28.4 56 44.8 
More than 5 2 1.1 5 6.3 17 12.1 45 36.0 
          
Out of School Suspensions 
None 150 85.7 54 68.4 91 64.5 25 20.0 
B/W 1 & 5 24 13.7 22 27.8 47 33.3 56 56.0 
More than 5 1 0.6 3 3..8 3 2.1 45 24.0 
          
Expulsions 
None 175 100.0 77 97.5 134 95.0 105 84.0 
One or More 0 0.0 2 2.5 7 5.0 20 16.0 
          
Grade Point Average 
1.0 or Less 0 0.0 14 17.7 2 1.4 35 28.0 
B/W 1.1 & 2.0 21 12.0 46 58.2 46 32.6 82 65.6 
B/W 2.1 & 3.0 77 44.0 17 21.5 72 51.1 7 5.6 
More than 3.0 77 44.0 2 2.5 21 14.9 1 0.8 
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For the 72 Black and 77 White dropouts who left school before turning 18, similar 
results were obtained. As Table 11 reveals, all ten variables were to some degree 
associated with dropping out among Whites, the most pronounced of these being Grade 
Point Average (r = -0.71, p < .001). At the same time, dropping out among younger 
Black students was not predicted by either their free and reduced lunch status (r = .00, p 
= .987) or their special education status (r = 0.10, p = 0.13). While gender proved to be 
only a marginally significant predictor for Black dropouts in the aggregate (r = 0.12, p = 
0.02), it proved not to be statistically significant when only this subset of dropouts was 
considered (r = 0.10, p = 0.14). Interestingly, as shown in Table 12, gender returns as a 
marginally significant predictor of dropping out among the 125 Black students who 
dropped out at or above the age of 18 (r = 0.13, p = 0.29), but remaining non-predictors 
for this group are both free and reduced lunch status (r = 0.06, p = .30) and special 
education status (r = 0.03, p = 0.59). For the 79 White students who left school without 
graduating at 18 age or older, the relationships between all ten variables and dropping out 
remain statistically significant. 
With respect to Research Question 7 concerning differences in the strength of the 
correlations, a difference was observed for free and reduced lunch status in comparing 
across all Black and White dropouts (Z = 2.97, p =.003), with that variable proving to be 
a better predictor for the latter group than the former group (see, again, Table 10). 
However, considering the correlations obtained for Black and White dropouts who left 
school before their 18th birthday, to the difference seen for free and reduced lunch (Z = 
3.12, p = .002), additional differences in the strength of the relationships were observed 
between dropping out and in-school suspensions (Z = 2.36, p = 0.018) and between 
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dropping out and Grade Point Average (Z = -2.05, p =0.04). In each case, the variable in 
question tended to be a better predictor for White dropouts who left school before turning 
18 than for Black dropouts who left school before turning 18.  
Among dropouts who left school on or after their 18th birthday, not only were 
there more differences in the strength of the correlations seen across ethnic groups but in 
three instances the difference in strength inclined towards Black dropouts rather than 
White dropouts. As Table 12 shows, a statistically significant difference in the strength of 
the correlation for free and reduced lunch and dropping out was once again observed (Z = 
2.16, p = 0.03), with the difference between correlations favoring dropping out and being 
White (r = 0.25) as opposed to dropping out and being Black (r = 0.06). At the same 
time, three other differences in the strength of the correlations were observed, all three 
favoring dropping out and being Black. While absenteeism appears to be a robust 
predictor of dropping out for both White students (total absences r = 0.18, p = 0.004; 
average absences, r = 0.15, p = .015) and Black students (total absences r = 0.38, p < 
0.000; average absences, r = 0.35, p < .000), its predictive power would seem to be 
greater for the latter group of dropouts as opposed to the former (total absences Z = -2.47, 
p = 0.014; average absences Z = -2.42, p = 0.016). Similarly, while out-of-school 
suspensions appears to be a significant predictor of dropping out for both White dropouts 
(r = 0.20, p = 0.002) and Black dropouts (r = 0.41, p < .001), receiving such suspensions 
appears to be more decisive in moving older students who are Black rather than White to 




Correlations and Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Eleven 





(N = 331) 
Black 
Total 
(N = 338) 
Test Statistics 
Predictor Variable 
r1 p r2 p Z p 
         
Gender 0.18 0.001 0.12 0.023 0.74 0.459 
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.27 0.000 0.04 0.455 2.97 0.003 
Special Education 0.14 0.012 0.06 0.273 1.03 0.303 
Retentions 0.35 0.000 0.34 0.000 0.09 0.928 
Total Absences 0.21 0.000 0.30 0.000 -1.34 0.180 
Average Absences 0.18 0.001 0.28 0.000 -1.27 0.204 
IS Suspensions 0.32 0.000 0.27 0.000 0.72 0.472 
OS Suspensions 0.29 0.000 0.36 0.000 -1.08 0.280 
Expulsions 0.20 0.000 0.20 0.000 -0.09 0.928 
Grade Point Average -0.70 0.000 -0.64 0.000 -1.42 0.156 





Correlations and Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Ten Variables 
that Predict Dropping Out of School for Students Less than Eighteen Years Old by 





(N = 252) 
Black 
< 18 
(N = 213) 
Test Statistics 
Predictor Variable 
r1 p r2 p Z p 
         
Gender 0.16 0.010 0.10 0.137 0.65 0.516 
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.28 0.000 0.00 0.987 3.12 0.002 
Special Education 0.15 0.017 0.10 0.131 0.51 0.610 
Retentions 0.37 0.000 0.30 0.000 0.91 0.363 
Total Absences 0.23 0.000 0.21 0.003 0.30 0.764 
Average Absences 0.21 0.001 0.17 0.016 0.49 0.624 
IS Suspensions 0.40 0.000 0.20 0.003 2.36 0.018 
OS Suspensions 0.39 0.000 0.35 0.000 0.50 0.617 
Expulsions 0.29 0.000 0.27 0.000 0.22 0.826 
Grade Point Average -0.71 0.000 -0.60 0.000 -2.05 0.040 





Correlations and Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Ten Variables 





(N = 254) 
Black 
>= 18 
(N = 266) 
Test Statistics 
Predictor Variable 
r1 p r2 p Z p 
         
Gender 0.17 0.007 0.13 0.029 0.42 0.675 
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.25 0.000 0.06 0.295 2.16 0.031 
Special Education 0.13 0.044 0.03 0.585 1.05 0.294 
Retentions 0.39 0.000 0.41 0.000 -0.20 0.842 
Total Absences 0.18 0.004 0.38 0.000 -2.47 0.014 
Average Absences 0.15 0.015 0.35 0.000 -2.42 0.016 
IS Suspensions 0.27 0.000 0.31 0.000 -0.56 0.576 
OS Suspensions 0.20 0.002 0.41 0.000 -2.69 0.007 
Expulsions 0.13 0.035 0.19 0.001 -0.72 0.472 
Grade Point Average -0.63 0.000 -0.64 0.000 0.17 0.865 
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Question 8: After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what 
institutional and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are 
observed to predict dropping out of school for a) White and b) Black students, 
considered in the aggregate? 
Provided in Table 13 are the hierarchical logistic regression results for predicting 
dropping out for White students.  Adding all relevant predictor variables except Grade 
Point Average  in the first block resulted in a model that provided an adequate fit to the 
data  (χ2 (8, N = 331) = 100.00, p < .001) and correctly classified about 71% of the 
observations.  Three out of the nine variables in the block attained statistical significance, 
including total number of retentions (Wald = 13.47, p < .001), number of in-school 
suspensions (Wald = 5.82, p < .05) and free/reduced lunch status (Wald = 12.33, p < .05). 
The odds ratios suggest that having been retained more frequently, having more in-school 
suspensions, and receiving free/reduced lunch were for Whites significantly associated 
with dropping out of high school.   
In the second step of the model, the addition of Grade Point Average 
overwhelmed whatever predictive power the three variables brought to bear. Adding this 
single variable continued to improve the fit of the model to the data χ2 (1, N = 331) = 
122.89, p < .001) and resulted in correctly classifying nearly 85% of the observations 
correctly. For G.P.A, the Wald statistic was highly significant (Wald = 67.12, p <.001) 
and was associated with an odds ratio that indicated a strong association with having a 
lower G.P.A. and dropping out of high school.  
As shown in Table 14, the hierarchical logistic regression conducted only on the 
data for Black students initially suggested the usefulness of several variables in predicting 
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whether students in this group would drop out of/graduate from high school. Adding the 
first block of nine variables into the model resulted in a good fit to the data (χ2 (8, N = 
338) = 99.64, p < .001) and provided for the correct classification of nearly 75% of the 
observations (74.9%). In this block, three out of the nine potential predictor variables 
attained statistical significance, including total number of absences (Wald = 7.09, p < 
.01), number of retentions, (Wald = 13.47, p < .001), and number of out-of-school 
suspensions (Wald = 12.06, p < .001).  The odds ratios indicate that being absent and 
retained more often and having more out-of-school suspensions were significantly 
associated with dropping out of high school. 
In the second step, Grade Point Average was added as a predictor, the result being 
a good fitting model χ2 (1, N = 338 = 81.42, p < .001) that correctly classified 84% of the 
observations.  Similar to the outcomes observed for White students, the addition of 
G.P.A. overwhelmed whatever predictive power student absences and retentions had 
among Black students. The remaining model consisted only of out-of-school suspensions 
(Wald = 4.51, p < .05) and, more powerfully, Grade Point Average (Wald = 53.06, p < 
.001). The odds ratios linked to these variables indicated that having more out-of-school 
suspensions and having a lower grade point average were, for Black students, 
significantly associated with dropping out of high school.   
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Table 13 
Hierarchical Logistic Regression Summary for White Sampled Students Who Graduated 
and White Students Who Dropped Out, 2006 to 2011(N= 331) 
 




Constant -1.21 0.25 24.06 *** 0.30
Gender 0.39 0.26 2.16  0.88 1.48 2.48
Special Education 0.63 0.52 1.50  0.68 1.89 5.22
Total Absences 0.00 0.00 0.08  0.99 1.00 1.01
Retentions 1.38 0.38 13.47 *** 1.90 3.96 8.27
IS Suspensions 0.24 0.10 5.82 * 1.05 1.28 1.56
OS Suspensions 0.08 0.14 0.29  0.82 1.08 1.42
Expulsions 19.11 9137.99 0.00  0.00 2.00E+08
Free/Reduced Lunch 1.28 0.36 12.33*** 1.76 3.58 7.30
Constant 5.28 0.81 42.62 *** 196.62
Gender -0.53 0.36 2.11  0.29 0.59 1.20
Special Education -0.52 0.65 0.65  0.17 0.59 2.11
Total Absences 0.00 0.01 0.01  0.99 1.00 1.01
Retentions 0.66 0.42 2.47  0.85 1.94 4.41
IS Suspensions 0.17 0.11 2.39  0.96 1.19 1.47
OS Suspensions -0.25 0.17 2.24  0.56 0.78 1.08
Expulsions 18.87 8902.63 0.00  0.00 1.57E+08
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.63 0.43 2.09  0.80 1.87 4.39
Grade Point Average -2.48 0.30 67.12 *** 0.05 0.08 0.15
95% CI for Odds Ratio
Wald
*p  < .05. **p  <.01. ***p  <.001.
(χ
2
(8) = 100.003, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .261, R
2
N  = .348;  Classified = 71.0%)
(χ
2
(1) = 122.892, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .490, R
2






Hierarchical Logistic Regression Summary for Black Sampled Students Who Graduated 
and Black Students Who Dropped Out, 2006 to 2011(N= 331) 
 




Constant -0.80 0.27 8.62 ** 0.45
Gender -0.01 0.27 0.00  0.59 0.99 1.67
Special Education -0.30 0.42 0.52  0.32 0.74 1.69
Total Absences 0.01 0.00 7.09 ** 1.00 1.01 1.02
Retentions 0.94 0.23 16.36 *** 1.63 2.57 4.05
IS Suspensions -0.01 0.04 0.09  0.92 0.99 1.06
OS Suspensions 0.28 0.08 12.06 ** 1.13 1.33 1.56
Expulsions 0.65 0.46 1.96  0.77 1.91 4.73
Free/Reduced Lunch -0.24 0.27 0.78  0.46 0.79 1.34
Constant 3.80 0.69 29.94 *** 44.69
Gender -0.45 0.33 1.92  0.34 0.64 1.21
Special Education -0.18 0.49 0.13  0.32 0.84 2.19
Total Absences 0.01 0.01 1.49  1.00 1.01 1.02
Retentions 0.29 0.25 1.44  0.83 1.34 2.17
IS Suspensions -0.04 0.04 1.17  0.89 0.96 1.03
OS Suspensions 0.16 0.08 4.51 * 1.01 1.18 1.37
Expulsions 0.67 0.53 1.61  0.69 1.96 5.52
Free/Reduced Lunch -0.08 0.32 0.06  0.49 0.93 1.74
Grade Point Average -2.14 0.29 53.06 *** 0.07 0.12 0.21
*p  < .05. **p  <.01. ***p  <.001.




(8) = 99.640, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .2551, R
2
N  = .344;  Classified = 74.9%)
(χ
2
(1) = 81.415, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .415, R
2




Dropouts by Gender: Research Questions 9 to 12 
 The third set of Research Questions concerns dropout phenomena when the data 
are organized by the gender of the student. As with the previous questions, data pertinent 
to the age at which students dropped out facilitate a more fine-grained analysis of the 
results; however, as the size of the groups examined shrinks, carrying out logistic 
regressions on these subsets of observations within subsets of observations becomes 
unwise. As a result, Research Question 12, like Research Question 8, makes no reference 
to students’ “legal age of departure.” 
Question 9: Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, 
how does the selection of demographic and institutional variables describe the 
population of a) Male and b) Female students who have dropped out of school 
under the circumstances previously outlined? 
Presented in Table 15 are the frequencies and percentages obtained across the ten 
predictor variables for graduates and dropouts, considered by the students’ gender as 
either male or female.  Inspection of the table suggests that the proportion of graduates to 
dropouts was relatively similar for the two genders with regard to ethnicity, free/reduced 
lunch, and absences.  For both males (54.4%) and females (54.4%) , Black students were 
somewhat more likely to be dropouts than graduates, and only slightly fewer female 
dropouts were observed to be receiving free or reduced lunch (45.7%) than were male 
dropouts (50.2). In terms of total and average annual absences, roughly 56% of female 
dropout and 51.5% of male dropouts were counted as having more than 30 absences 
across the years examined, while roughly 33.6% of female dropouts and 30.8% of male 
dropouts were observed to average more than 10 days absence per year. Regarding other 
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variables, differences between female and male dropouts tend, in broad outline, to mirror 
those found in the literature how the two genders generally behave in school and how 
they perform academically. For example, for female dropouts, having one or more in-
school suspensions (54.3%) and one or more out of school suspensions (49.1%) occurred 
somewhat more rarely than was observed for male dropouts, the latter being suspended at 
rates of 70.1% (in-school) and 67.1% (out-of-school), respectively. Similarly, the 
proportion of female dropouts who were expelled one or more times occurred at a rate of 
that was considerably less than 1 in 10 (6%), compared to a rate of expulsion for male 
dropouts that approached 2 to 10 (17.3%). Given these tendencies towards committing 
minor or serious behavioral infractions, it would seem thus to follow that a somewhat 
higher percentage of male dropouts (35.0%) would have very low Grade Point Averages 
compared to the percentage of their female counterparts (19.8%), while a higher 
percentage of female dropouts (22.4%) would conversely seem to have above average 
G.P.A.s than their male counterparts (10.9%). Indeed, it is perhaps this confluence of 
poorer behavior and academic performance that explains why some 16% of male 
dropouts receive as special education accommodations, compared to only 8.6% of female 
dropouts. 
Among students who dropped out of school prior to their 18th birthday (see Table 
16), the percentages observed among males and females across the predictor variables 
were similar in almost all cases to those observed for the aggregate; however, close 
inspection of the percentages suggest that the percentage of male dropouts who were less 
than 18 years of age were roughly 10% more likely (at 48.5%) to be on free and reduced 
lunch than their female counterparts (38.0%). A general similarity with the aggregate 
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percentages also characterizes what was observed with respect to male and female 
dropouts who left school after turning 18 years old with one major exception (see Table 
17): where female dropouts in this age category are much more likely to be White 
(63.6%) than Black (36.4%), male dropouts in this category tend more often to be Black 
(60.1%) than White (39.9%). 
Results pertinent to the two Research Questions following are presented in Tables 
18 through 20. 
Question 10: When the pooled observations made on graduates and on a) male 
and B) female dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of 
these selected variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or 
dropout, both for the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
Question 11: What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of a) male and b) female dropouts are 
compared, both in the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
As Table 18 indicates, with respect to all 116 female dropouts irrespective of legal 
age of departure, all variables except special education status (r = 0.07, p =.285) appear to 
be statistically significant predictors of dropping out, while among the 237 male dropouts 
all variables save ethnicity (r = 0.09, p = .077) seem to predict dropping out. Despite 
these between-group differences in the statistical significance of the two aforementioned 
predictors, no statistically significant differences were observed when the strength of the 




Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Ten Variables that Predict Graduating or  




(N = 151) 
Dropout 
(N = 116) 
Graduate 
(N = 165) 
Dropout 
(N = 237) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
Ethnicity 
White 85 56.3 48 41.4 90 54.5 108 45.6 
Black 66 43.7 68 58.6 75 45.5 129 54.4 
          
Free/Reduced Lunch 
No 101 66.9 63 54.3 115 69.7 118 49.8 
Yes 50 33.1 53 45.7 50 30.3 119 50.2 
          
Special Education Status 
No 143 94.7 106 91.4 150 90.9 199 84.0 
Yes 8 5.3 10 8.6 15 9.1 38 16.0 
          
Retentions 
None 142 94.0 82 70.7 145 87.9 131 55.3 
One  9 6.0 19 16.4 16 9.7 57 24.1 
Two or More 0 0.0 15 13.0 4 2.4 49 20.7 
          
Total Absences 
Six or Fewer 37 24.5 18 15.5 42 25.5 42 17.7 
B/W 7 & 18 41 27.2 15 12.9 48 29.1 34 14.3 
B/W 19 & 30 32 21.2 18 15.5 36 21.8 39 16.5 
More than 30 41 27.2 65 56.0 39 23.6 122 51.5 
          
Average Annual Absences 
Two or Fewer 44 29.1 21 18.1 54 32.7 46 19.4 
B/W 2 & 5 47 31.1 21 18.1 56 33.9 56 23.6 
B/W 5 & 10 38 25.2 35 30.2 31 18.8 62 26.2 
More than 10 22 14.6 39 33.6 24 14.5 73 30.8 
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(N = 151) 
Dropout 
(N = 116) 
Graduate 
(N = 165) 
Dropout 
(N = 237) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
In-School Suspensions 
None 119 78.8 53 45.7 104 63.0 71 30.0 
B/W 1 & 5 27 17.9 42 36.2 47 28.5 99 41.8 
More than 5 5 3.3 21 18.1 14 8.5 67 28.3 
          
Out of School Suspensions 
None 132 87.4 59 50.9 109 66.1 78 32.9 
B/W 1 & 5 18 11.9 49 42.2 53 32.1 114 48.1 
More than 5 1 0.7 8 6.9 3 1.8 45 19.0 
          
Expulsions 
None 149 98.7 109 94.0 160 97.0 196 82.7 
One or More 2 1.3 7 6.0 5 3.0 41 17.3 
          
Grade Point Average 
1.0 or Less 0 0.0 23 19.8 2 1.2 83 35.0 
B/W 1.1 & 2.0 20 13.2 67 57.8 47 28.5 128 54.0 
B/W 2.1 & 3.0 73 48.3 23 19.8 76 46.1 25 10.5 
More than 3.0 58 38.4 3 2.6 40 24.2 1 0.4 






Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Ten Variables that Predict Dropping Out of School for 
Students Less than Eighteen Years Old by Student Gender (N =465) 
 
Female < 18 Male < 18 
Graduate 
(N = 151) 
Dropout 
(N = 50) 
Graduate 
(N = 165) 
Dropout 
(N = 99) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
Ethnicity 
White 85 56.3 26 52.0 90 54.5 53 53.5 
Black 66 43.7 24 48.0 75 45.5 46 46.5 
          
Free/Reduced Lunch 
No 101 66.9 31 62.0 115 69.7 51 51.5 
Yes 50 33.1 19 38.0 50 30.3 48 48.5 
          
Special Education Status 
No 143 94.7 46 92.0 150 90.9 80 80.8 
Yes 8 5.3 4 8.0 15 9.1 19 19.2 
          
Retentions 
None 142 94.0 39 78.0 145 87.9 59 59.6 
One  9 6.0 8 16.0 16 9.7 22 22.2 
Two or More 0 0.0 3 6.0 4 2.4 18 18.2 
          
Total Absences 
Six or Fewer 37 24.5 8 16.0 42 25.5 23 23.2 
B/W 7 & 18 41 27.2 9 18.0 48 29.1 10 10.1 
B/W 19 & 30 32 21.2 9 18.0 36 21.8 18 18.2 
More than 30 41 27.2 24 48.0 39 23.6 48 48.5 
          
Average Annual Absences 
Two or Fewer 44 29.1 10 20.0 54 32.7 25 25.3 
B/W 2 & 5 47 31.1 12 24.0 56 33.9 21 21.2 
B/W 5 & 10 38 25.2 15 30.0 31 18.8 26 26.3 
More than 10 22 14.6 13 26.0 24 14.5 27 27.3 
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(Table 16 continued) 
 
Female < 18 Male < 18 
Graduate 
(N = 151) 
Dropout 
(N = 50) 
Graduate 
(N = 165) 
Dropout 
(N = 99) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
In-School Suspensions 
None 119 78.8 23 46.0 104 63.0 32 32.3 
B/W 1 & 5 27 17.9 20 40.0 47 28.5 36 36.4 
More than 5 5 3.3 7 14.0 14 8.5 31 31.3 
          
Out of School Suspensions 
None 132 87.4 28 56.0 109 66.1 30 30.3 
B/W 1 & 5 18 11.9 18 36.0 53 32.1 53 53.5 
More than 5 1 0.7 4 8.0 3 1.8 16 16.2 
          
Expulsions 
None 149 98.7 47 94.0 160 97.0 76 76.8 
One or More 2 1.3 3 6.0 5 3.0 23 23.2 
          
Grade Point Average 
1.0 or Less 0 0.0 13 26.0 2 1.2 44 44.4 
B/W 1.1 & 2.0 20 13.2 24 48.0 47 28.5 43 43.4 
B/W 2.1 & 3.0 73 48.3 12 24.0 76 46.1 12 12.1 
More than 3.0 58 38.4 1 2.0 40 24.2 0 0.0 






Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Ten Variables that Predict Dropping Out of School for 
Students Greater than or Equal to Eighteen Years Old by Student Gender (N =520) 
 
Female >= 18 Male >= 18 
Graduate 
(N = 151) 
Dropout 
(N = 66) 
Graduate 
(N = 165) 
Dropout 
(N = 138) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
Ethnicity 
White 85 56.3 24 63.6 90 54.5 55 39.9 
Black 66 43.7 42 36.4 75 45.5 83 60.1 
          
Free/Reduced Lunch 
No 101 66.9 32 48.5 115 69.7 67 48.6 
Yes 50 33.1 34 51.5 50 30.3 71 51.4 
          
Special Education Status 
No 143 94.7 60 90.9 150 90.9 119 86.2 
Yes 8 5.3 6 9.1 15 9.1 19 13.8 
          
Retentions 
None 142 94.0 43 65.2 145 87.9 72 52.2 
One  9 6.0 11 16.7 16 9.7 35 25.4 
Two or More 0 0.0 12 18.2 4 2.4 31 22.4 
          
Total Absences 
Six or Fewer 37 24.5 10 15.2 42 25.5 19 13.8 
B/W 7 & 18 41 27.2 6 0.1 48 29.1 24 17.4 
B/W 19 & 30 32 21.2 9 13.6 36 21.8 21 15.2 
More than 30 41 27.2 41 62.1 39 23.6 74 53.6 
          
Average Annual Absences 
Two or Fewer 44 29.1 11 16.7 54 32.7 21 15.2 
B/W 2 & 5 47 31.1 9 13.6 56 33.9 35 25.4 
B/W 5 & 10 38 25.2 20 30.3 31 18.8 36 26.1 
More than 10 22 14.6 26 39.4 24 14.5 46 33.3 
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(Table 17 continued) 
 
Female >= 18 Male >= 18 
Graduate 
(N = 151) 
Dropout 
(N = 66) 
Graduate 
(N = 165) 
Dropout 
(N = 138) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
In-School Suspensions 
None 119 78.8 30 45.5 104 63.0 39 28.3 
B/W 1 & 5 27 17.9 22 33.3 47 28.5 63 45.7 
More than 5 5 3.3 14 21.2 14 8.5 36 26.1 
          
Out of School Suspensions 
None 132 87.4 31 47.0 109 66.1 48 34.8 
B/W 1 & 5 18 11.9 31 47.0 53 32.1 61 44.2 
More than 5 1 0.7 4 61.0 3 1.8 29 21.0 
          
Expulsions 
None 149 98.7 62 93.9 160 97.0 120 87.0 
One or More 2 1.3 4 6.1 5 3.0 18 13.0 
          
Grade Point Average 
1.0 or Less 0 0.0 10 15.2 2 1.2 39 28.3 
B/W 1.1 & 2.0 20 13.2 43 65.2 47 28.5 85 61.6 
B/W 2.1 & 3.0 73 48.3 11 16.7 76 46.1 13 9.4 
More than 3.0 58 38.4 2 3.0 40 24.2 1 0.7 
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With respect to the 99 males who dropped out of school before their 18th birthday, 
the results presented in Table 19 are similar to those observed for all 237 male dropouts. 
With Grade Point Average being the strongest indicator (r = -0.67, p < .001), all variables 
save ethnicity (r =0.01, p = 0 .87) appear to predict whether a male younger than 18 years 
old will drop out of a district high school. However, for the 50 females who dropped out 
of school before they were 18 years old, three variables in addition to special education 
status (r = .05, p = 0.49) failed to predict dropping out. Contrary to results seen for all 
116 female dropouts in Table 18, Table 19 shows that neither ethnicity (r =0.07, p =0 
.31), nor free and reduced lunch (r =0.04, p = 0.53), nor expulsions (r =0.13, p =0 .07) 
proved to be significantly related to dropping out among younger females. Nevertheless, 
despite these within-gender differences in the number of variables that were significantly 
related to dropping out, only one pair of correlations differed in its strength of association 
when the ten pairs of correlations with the outcome were compared. As previously 
mentioned, while expulsions fell short of statistical significance as a predictor for female 
dropouts under 18 (r =0.13, p =0 .07), it proved to be one of the stronger ones for their 
male counterparts (r = 0.32, p < .000). As a result, when the pair of correlations was 
contrasted using the Fisher’s r to z transformation, the statistical outcome was shown to 
be marginally significant (Z = -2.11, p =0.04). 
For the 138 male and 66 female dropouts who left school on or after becoming 18 
years old, almost all variables were observed to correlate with dropping out, but no 
statistically significant difference emerged when pairs of correlations were contrasted. 
For both groups, special education status proved not to be a predictor for either female (r 




Correlations and Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Ten Variables 







(N = 402) 
Test Statistics 
Predictor Variable 
r1 p r2 p Z p 
         
Ethnicity 0.15 0.016 0.09 0.077 0.77 0.441 
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.13 0.036 0.20 0.000 -0.91 0.363 
Special Education 0.07 0.285 0.10 0.043 -0.44 0.660 
Retentions 0.34 0.000 0.35 0.000 -0.16 0.873 
Total Absences 0.28 0.000 0.26 0.000 0.16 0.873 
Average Absences 0.25 0.000 0.24 0.000 0.21 0.834 
IS Suspensions 0.31 0.000 0.26 0.000 0.67 0.503 
OS Suspensions 0.32 0.000 0.33 0.000 -0.04 0.968 
Expulsions 0.13 0.035 0.22 0.000 -1.18 0.238 
Grade Point Average -0.66 0.000 -0.66 0.000 0.11 0.912 





Correlations and Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Ten Variables 
that Predict Dropping Out of School for Students Less than Eighteen Years Old by 




(N = 201) 
Male 
< 18 
(N = 264) 
Test Statistics 
Predictor Variable 
r1 p r2 p Z p 
         
Ethnicity 0.07 0.310 0.01 0.874 0.66 0.509 
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.04 0.530 0.18 0.003 -1.49 0.136 
Special Education 0.05 0.487 0.15 0.018 -1.05 0.294 
Retentions 0.26 0.000 0.35 0.000 -0.98 0.327 
Total Absences 0.19 0.006 0.24 0.000 -0.50 0.617 
Average Absences 0.17 0.018 0.20 0.001 -0.42 0.675 
IS Suspensions 0.26 0.000 0.28 0.000 -0.20 0.842 
OS Suspensions 0.27 0.000 0.38 0.000 -1.32 0.187 
Expulsions 0.13 0.066 0.32 0.000 -2.11 0.035 
Grade Point Average -0.61 0.000 -0.67 0.000 1.02 0.308 





Correlations and Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Ten Variables 





(N = 217) 
Male 
>= 18 
(N = 303) 
Test Statistics 
Predictor Variable 
r1 p r2 p Z p 
         
Ethnicity 0.18 0.007 0.15 0.011 0.43 0.667 
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.17 0.010 0.22 0.000 -0.48 0.631 
Special Education 0.07 0.298 0.07 0.200 -0.03 0.976 
Retentions 0.41 0.000 0.40 0.000 0.15 0.881 
Total Absences 0.33 0.000 0.32 0.000 0.09 0.928 
Average Absences 0.30 0.000 0.29 0.000 0.17 0.865 
IS Suspensions 0.34 0.000 0.28 0.000 0.79 0.430 
OS Suspensions 0.35 0.000 0.36 0.000 -0.10 0.920 
Expulsions 0.13 0.051 0.20 0.001 -0.72 0.472 
Grade Point Average -0.62 0.000 -0.64 0.000 0.22 0.826 
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expulsions also proved not be a statistically significant predictor of dropping out at the 
conventional level for rejecting the null (r = 0.13, p = 0.05), although its status as such 
clearly approached that level. 
Question 12: After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what 
institutional and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are 
observed to predict dropping out of school for a) male and b) female students, 
considered in the aggregate? 
Provided in Table 21 are the hierarchical logistic regression results for predicting 
dropping out for female students.  Adding all relevant predictor variables except Grade 
Point Average  in the first block resulted in a model that provided an adequate fit to the 
data  (χ2 (8, N = 267) = 64.13, p < .001) and correctly classified 73.4% of the 
observations.  Three out of the nine variables in the block attained statistical significance, 
including total absences (Wald = 4.02, p < .05), total number of retentions (Wald = 12.22, 
p < .001), number of out-of-school suspensions (Wald = 5.36, p < .05). The odds ratios 
suggest that being absent more often, being retained more frequently, and having more 
out-of-school suspensions were, for females, significantly associated with dropping out of 
high school. 
In the second step of the model, the addition of Grade Point Average 
overwhelmed whatever predictive power the three other variables brought to bear. 
Adding this single variable continued to improve the fit of the model to the data χ2 (1, N 
= 267) = 84.85, p < .001) and resulted in correctly classifying some 82.4% of the 
observations correctly. For G.P.A, the Wald statistic was highly significant (Wald = 
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52.32, p <.001) and was associated with an odds ratio that indicated a strong association 
with having a lower G.P.A. and dropping out of high school.   
As shown in Table 22, the hierarchical logistic regression conducted only on the 
data for male students initially suggested the usefulness of several variables in predicting 
whether students in this group would drop out of/graduate from high school. Adding the 
first block of nine variables into the model resulted in a good fit to the data (χ2 (8, N = 
402) = 110.42, p < .001) and provided for the correct classification of slightly more than 
74% of the observations (74.4%). In this block, fully five out of the nine potential 
predictor variables attained statistical significance, including ethnicity (Wald = 6.37, p < 
.05), number of retentions, (Wald = 20.31, p < .001), number of out-of-school 
suspensions (Wald = 7.89, p < .05), number of expulsions (Wald = 6.58, p < .05), and 
free/reduced lunch status (Wald = 6.32, p < .05), The odds ratios indicate that being non-
White, being retained more often, having more out-of-school suspensions, being expelled 
more often, and receiving free and reduced lunch were, for males, significantly associated 
with dropping out of high school.   
In the second block, Grade Point Average was added to the set, resulting in a 
good fitting model χ2 (1, N = 402 = 131.80, p < .001) that correctly classified 84.8% of 
the observations.  While the addition of G.P.A. overwhelmed three of the five previous 
predictors, both ethnicity (Wald = 9.82, p < .01) and expulsions (Wald = 6.32, p < .01) 
remained, along the more powerful predictor of Grade Point Average (Wald = 73.24, p < 
.001) The odds ratios linked to these variables indicated that being non-white, having 
more expulsions, and having a lower G.P.A. were, for male students, significantly 





Hierarchical Logistic Regression Summary for Female Sampled Students Who 
Graduated and Female Students Who Dropped Out, 2006 to 2011(N = 267) 
 




Constant -1.15 0.24 22.96 *** 0.32
Ethnicity 0.23 0.32 0.49  0.66 1.25 2.37
Special Education -0.09 0.58 0.02  0.30 0.92 2.85
Total Absences 0.01 0.00 4.02 * 1.00 1.01 1.02
Retentions 1.28 0.37 12.22 *** 1.75 3.59 7.34
IS Suspensions 0.06 0.08 0.58  0.91 1.06 1.24
OS Suspensions 0.34 0.15 5.36 * 1.05 1.40 1.87
Expulsions -0.31 1.10 0.08  0.08 0.73 6.34
Free/Reduced Lunch -0.26 0.34 0.55  0.39 0.77 1.52
Constant 4.63 0.81 32.33 *** 102.66
Ethnicity -0.57 0.41 1.98  0.25 0.56 1.25
Special Education -0.17 0.68 0.06  0.22 0.84 3.18
Total Absences 0.00 0.01 0.20  0.99 1.00 1.01
Retentions 0.55 0.39 1.93  0.80 1.73 3.73
IS Suspensions 0.01 0.08 0.01  0.86 1.01 1.18
OS Suspensions 0.09 0.15 0.35  0.81 1.09 1.47
Expulsions -0.62 1.19 0.28  0.05 0.54 5.47
Free/Reduced Lunch -0.22 0.40 0.31  0.36 0.80 1.75
Grade Point Average -2.18 0.30 52.32 *** 0.06 0.11 0.20
*p  < .05. **p  <.01. ***p  <.001.




(8) = 64.133, p  < .001; R
2
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2





Hierarchical Logistic Regression Summary for Male Sampled Students Who Graduated 
and Male Students Who Dropped Out, 2006 to 2011(N= 402) 
 




Constant -0.60 0.19 10.00 ** 0.55
Ethnicity -0.70 0.28 6.37 * 0.29 0.50 0.86
Special Education -0.01 0.39 0.00  0.46 0.99 2.12
Total Absences 0.01 0.00 2.18  1.00 1.01 1.02
Retentions 1.04 0.23 20.31 *** 1.80 2.82 4.42
IS Suspensions 0.01 0.04 0.11  0.94 1.01 1.09
OS Suspensions 0.22 0.08 7.89 ** 1.07 1.25 1.46
Expulsions 1.28 0.50 6.58 * 1.35 3.60 9.60
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.69 0.27 6.32 * 1.16 1.99 3.42
Constant 4.76 0.65 53.16 *** 117.11
Ethnicity -1.12 0.36 9.82 ** 0.16 0.33 0.66
Special Education -0.45 0.47 0.90  0.25 0.64 1.62
Total Absences 0.01 0.01 0.91  0.99 1.01 1.02
Retentions 0.33 0.25 1.79  0.86 1.39 2.26
IS Suspensions -0.03 0.04 0.53  0.90 0.97 1.05
OS Suspensions 0.10 0.08 1.74  0.95 1.11 1.28
Expulsions 1.44 0.57 6.33 * 1.37 4.20 12.86
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.53 0.34 2.41  0.87 1.69 3.28
Grade Point Average -2.51 0.29 73.24 *** 0.05 0.08 0.14
Wald
*p  < .05. **p  <.01. ***p  <.001.
(χ
2
(8) = 110.423, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .240, R
2
N  = .324;  Classified = 74.4%)
(χ
2
(1) = 131.801, p  < .001; R
2
CS  = .423, R
2
N  = .610;  Classified = 84.8%)






Dropouts by Gender and Ethnicity: Research Question 13 
The final Research Question concerns dropout phenomena when the data are 
organized by the student’s gender crossed with his or her ethnicity. Posed for the sake of 
completeness, this question is as follows: 
Question 13: In crossing the gender and ethnic characteristics of students in the 
dropout population, what relationships emerge between the remaining variables 
and a student’s status as a dropout or graduate and how does the strength of such 
relationships compare across groups? 
The frequencies and percentages for the demographic and variables for the two 
female groups by gender and for the two male groups by gender are shown in Table 23 
and Table 24, respectively. Inspection of the results for females indicates especially 
noticeable differences between the 48 White female dropouts and the 68 Black female 
dropouts on such variables as free/reduced lunch and suspensions. While only 20.8% of 
White female dropouts were on free and reduced lunch 36.8% of Black female dropouts 
were receiving that service. In terms of in-school suspensions and out-of-school 
suspensions, the percentage of White female dropouts who had ever received one of the 
former disciplinary measures was only 37.5%, compared to 66.1% of all Black Female 
dropouts, and only 27.1% of the latter disciplinary measure, compared to 64.7% of all 
Black female dropouts. For these variables, similar differences were observed for male 
students, with only 31.5% of White males on free and reduced lunch, compared to 65.9% 
of Black males, 56.5% of White male dropouts having one or more in-school 
suspensions, compared to 81.4% of all Black male dropouts, and 47.2% of all White male 
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dropouts having one or more out-of-school suspensions, compared to 83.8% of all Black 
male dropouts. 
As shown in Tables 25 through 27, the only observed difference in the strength of 
the correlations among these four groups of dropouts was for White male dropouts and 
Black male dropouts with regard to free and reduced lunch (Z= 2.45, p = 0.01), with the 
correlation for the former group seen to be significant (r = 0.31, p < 0.001) and the 
correlation for the latter group seen to be non-significant (r = 0.07, p = 0.304). Regarding 
the individual correlations themselves by student gender and ethnicity, all variables were 
significant predictors of dropping out except free/reduced lunch status (r = 0.16, p = 
0.07), special education status (r = 0.10, p = 0.24), and expulsions (r = 0.12, p = 0.18) for 
the group of 153 White females; free/reduced lunch status (r = 0.00, p = .962), special 
education status (r = 0.02, p = 0.79), and expulsions (r = 0.12, p = .16) for the group of 
134 Black females; special education status for the group of 198 White males (r = 0.14, p 
= .053); and free/reduced lunch status (r = 0.07, p = .30) and special education status (r = 




Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Nine Variables that Predict Dropping Out of School 
for Female Students by Ethnicity (N =267) 
 
White Females Black Females 
Graduate 
(N = 85) 
Dropout 
(N = 48) 
Graduate 
(N = 66) 
Dropout 
(N = 68) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
Free/Reduced Lunch 
No 77 90.6 38.0 79.2 24 36.4 25 36.8 
Yes 8 9.4 10.0 20.8 42 63.6 43 63.2 
          
Special Education Status 
No 82 96.5 44.0 91.7 61 92.4 62 91.2 
Yes 3 3.5 4.0 8.3 5 7.6 6 8.8 
          
Retentions 
None 83 97.6 37.0 77.1 59 89.4 45 66.2 
One  2 2.4 5.0 10.4 7 10.6 14 20.6 
Two or More 0 0.0 6.0 12.5 0 0 9 13.3 
          
Total Absences 
Six or Fewer 18 21.2 9.0 18.8 19 28.8 9 13.2 
B/W 7 & 18 27 31.8 3.0 6.3 14 21.2 12 17.6 
B/W 19 & 30 17 20.0 12.0 25.0 15 22.7 6 8.8 
More than 30 23 27.1 24.0 50.0 18 27.3 41 60.3 
          
Average Annual Absences 
Two or Fewer 22 25.9 10.0 20.8 22 33.3 11 16.2 
B/W 2 & 5 31 36.5 9.0 18.8 16 24.2 12 17.6 
B/W 5 & 10 22 25.9 12.0 25.0 16 24.2 23 33.8 
More than 10 10 11.8 17.0 35.4 12 18.2 22 32.4 
                    
 
(Table 23 continues) 
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(Table 23 continued) 
 
White Females Black Females 
Graduate 
(N = 85) 
Dropout 
(N = 48) 
Graduate 
(N = 66) 
Dropout 
(N = 68) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
In-School Suspensions 
None 74 87.1 30.0 62.5 45 68.2 23 33.8 
B/W 1 & 5 10 11.8 13.0 27.1 17 25.8 29 42.6 
More than 5 1 1.2 5.0 10.4 4 6.1 16 23.5 
          
Out of School Suspensions 
None 79 92.9 35.0 72.9 53 80.3 24 35.3 
B/W 1 & 5 6 7.1 12.0 25.0 12 18.2 37 54.4 
More than 5 0 0.0 1.0 2.1 1 1.5 7 10.3 
          
Expulsions 
None 85 100.0 47.0 97.9 64 97 62 91.2 
One or More 0 0.0 1.0 2.1 2 3 6 8.8 
          
Grade Point Average 
1.0 or Less 0 0.0 6.0 12.5 0 0 17 25.0 
B/W 1.1 & 2.0 4 4.7 27.0 56.3 16 24.2 40 58.8 
B/W 2.1 & 3.0 34 40.0 12.0 25.0 39 59.1 11 16.2 
More than 3.0 47 55.3 3.0 6.3 11 16.7 0 0.0 






Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to Nine Variables that Predict Dropping Out of School 
for Male Students by Ethnicity (N =402) 
 
White Males Black Males 
Graduate 
(N = 90) 
Dropout 
(N = 108) 
Graduate 
(N = 75) 
Dropout 
(N = 129) 
Predictor Variable 
f % F % f % f % 
          
Free/Reduced Lunch 
No 84 93.3 74.0 68.5 31 41.3 44 34.1 
Yes 6 6.7 34.0 31.5 44 58.7 85 65.9 
          
Special Education Status 
No 85 94.4 93.0 86.1 65 86.7 106 82.2 
Yes 5 5.6 15.0 13.9 10 13.3 23 17.8 
          
Retentions 
None 84 93.3 72.0 66.7 61 81.3 59 45.7 
One  6 6.7 19.0 17.6 10 13.3 38 29.5 
Two or More 0 0.0 17.0 15.7 4 5.3 32 24.8 
          
Total Absences 
Six or Fewer 24 26.7 33.0 30.6 18 24 9 7.0 
B/W 7 & 18 31 34.4 7.0 6.5 17 22.7 27 20.9 
B/W 19 & 30 15 16.7 16.0 14.8 21 28 23 17.8 
More than 30 20 22.2 52.0 48.1 19 25.3 70 54.3 
          
Average Annual Absences 
Two or Fewer 30 33.3 34.0 31.5 24 32 12 9.3 
B/W 2 & 5 34 37.8 15.0 13.9 22 29.3 41 31.8 
B/W 5 & 10 12 13.3 35.0 32.4 19 25.3 27 20.9 
More than 10 14 15.6 24.0 22.2 10 13.3 49 38.0 
                    
 
(Table 24 continues) 
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(Table 24 continued) 
 
White Males Black Males 
Graduate 
(N = 90) 
Dropout 
(N = 108) 
Graduate 
(N = 75) 
Dropout 
(N = 129) 
Predictor Variable 
f % f % f % f % 
          
In  School Suspensions 
None 65 72.2 47.0 43.5 39 52 24 18.6 
B/W 1 & 5 24 26.7 46.0 42.6 23 30.7 53 41.1 
More than 5 1 1.1 15.0 13.9 13 17.3 52 40.3 
          
Out of School Suspensions 
None 71 78.9 57.0 52.8 38 50.7 21 16.3 
B/W 1 & 5 18 20.0 44.0 40.7 35 46.7 70 54.3 
More than 5 1 1.1 7.0 6.5 2 2.7 38 29.5 
          
Expulsions 
None 90 90.0 97.0 89.8 70 93.3 99 76.7 
One or More 0 0.0 11.0 10.2 5 6.7 30 23.3 
          
Grade Point Average 
1.0 or Less 0 0.0 34.0 31.5 2 2.7 49 38.0 
B/W 1.1 & 2.0 17 18.9 57.0 52.8 30 40 71 55.0 
B/W 2.1 & 3.0 43 47.8 17.0 15.7 33 44 8 6.2 
More than 3.0 30 33.3 0.0 0.0 10 13.3 1 0.8 






Correlations and Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Nine Variables 




(N = 133) 
White 
Male 
(N = 198) 
Test Statistics 
Predictor Variable 
r1 p r2 p Z p 
         
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.16 0.065 0.31 0.000 -1.39 0.165 
Special Education 0.10 0.237 0.14 0.053 -0.31 0.757 
Retentions 0.34 0.000 0.34 0.000 0.09 0.928 
Total Absences 0.26 0.003 0.19 0.009 0.66 0.509 
Average Absences 0.23 0.007 0.17 0.020 0.61 0.542 
IS Suspensions 0.28 0.001 0.31 0.000 -0.31 0.757 
OS Suspensions 0.27 0.001 0.27 0.000 0.03 0.976 
Expulsions 0.12 0.184 0.21 0.003 -0.85 0.395 
Grade Point Average -0.67 0.000 -0.70 0.000 0.44 0.660 





Correlations and Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Nine Variables 




(N = 134) 
Black 
Male 
(N = 204) 
Test Statistics 
Predictor Variable 
r1 p r2 p Z p 
         
Free/Reduced Lunch 0.00 0.962 0.07 0.304 -0.68 0.497 
Special Education 0.02 0.794 0.06 0.403 -0.32 0.749 
Retentions 0.31 0.000 0.34 0.000 -0.33 0.741 
Total Absences 0.26 0.003 0.19 0.009 0.66 0.509 
Average Absences 0.23 0.007 0.17 0.020 0.61 0.542 
IS Suspensions 0.31 0.000 0.23 0.001 0.75 0.453 
OS Suspensions 0.34 0.000 0.37 0.000 -0.33 0.741 
Expulsions 0.12 0.159 0.22 0.002 -0.89 0.374 
Grade Point Average -0.64 0.000 -0.62 0.000 -0.36 0.719 






Tests for Differences between Correlations Pertinent to Nine Variables that Predict 
Dropping Out of School by Ethnic Groups within Genders (N =669) 
 
White versus Black  
Females 
Test Statistics 




Z p Z p 
       
Free/Reduced Lunch 1.34 0.180 2.45 0.014 
Special Education 0.65 0.516 0.79 0.430 
Retentions 0.31 0.757 -0.09 0.928 
Total Absences -0.17 0.865 -1.37 0.171 
Average Absences -0.21 0.834 -1.23 0.219 
IS Suspensions -0.25 0.803 0.88 0.379 
OS Suspensions -0.56 0.576 -1.09 0.276 
Expulsions -0.05 0.960 -0.09 0.928 
Grade Point Average -0.41 0.682 -1.40 0.162 










Presented in this chapter were the results of the data analysis regarding the extent 
of relationship between a set of institutional and demographic variables that are routinely 
collected on students by school districts students’ dropout status and whether or not the 
magnitude of these relationships differed by students’ race and gender. With respect to 13 
Research Questions and presented in 27 tables, procedures employed in the data analysis 
included frequencies and percentages, bivariate correlations and tests for differences 
between pairs of independent correlations, and hierarchical logistic regressions.  In broad 
outline, all demographic and institutional variables proved to be predictors of dropping 
for all 699 students included in the study, with Grade Point Average consistently 
observed to be most powerful predictor of whether or not a student dropped out of or 
graduated from high school. Differences in the predictive power of variables were 
observed by students’ race and gender, but the differences were contingent on whether 
the group criterion was race, gender, or the confluence of these two characteristics.  
Immediately following in Chapter 5 will be a more complete review of findings, 












Findings and Conclusions, Implications, Recommendations, and Summary 
 
 This chapter provides conclusions based on the data analyzed and covers the 
following sections:  findings, implications, recommendations for further research, and 
conclusion.  The review of findings and conclusions of this research are provided in the 
first section and are based on the data analysis performed.  The next section presents the 
implications that emerged from the findings of this study.  The third section provides 
recommendations for future research on high school dropouts.  Finally, a concluding 
section summarizes the value of this study and the need for implementation of initiatives 
aimed at decreasing the high school dropout rate. 
Findings and Conclusions 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the relationship between dropout 
variables and the race and gender of high school students.  Current dropout studies have 
brought much attention to the epidemic plaguing high schools in the U.S. (Balfanz & 
Legters, 2004; Bridgeland et al., 2006).  The literature has identified several variables 
that influence a student’s decision to drop out, including academic performance, 
disciplinary infractions, and socio-economic status to name a few (Suh et al., 2007).  
Depending on the research conducted, any one of these variables could significantly 
impact the decision to drop out of high school. 
According to the Student Integration Model (Tinto, 1987), students experience a 
separation from the familiar and integration to the unfamiliar when transitioning from one 
institution to another.  For example, as a student transitions from middle school to high 
school, he or she may struggle to integrate into the school’s culture.  This, in turn, may 
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lead to decreased social engagement, low attendance, failing academics, and even 
behavioral infractions – all of which are common high school dropout variables.  
According to Jerald (2006), only about 70% of all ninth-grade students will complete 
high school on time.  The other remaining percentage runs the risk of being classified as a 
non-completer or dropout. 
The findings in this study shed light on the impact various dropout variables have 
upon high school students, especially the relationship these variables have among 
different gender and racial subgroups.  The results of this research corroborated other 
studies conducted on the topic of dropout variables and the ability to predict dropout rates 
(Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999; Schargel, 2004).  A student’s ethnicity and gender, for 
example, could be used to determine if the student is more at risk for dropping out of 
school since blacks and males are at higher risk for dropping out than whites and females.  
Even more telling than ethnicity and gender, however, are the other variables used in this 
study such as grade point average. 
In the presence of grade point average, the remaining variables dwarf in 
significance.  In the absence of grade point average, however, the researcher was able to 
ascertain which variables served as significant predictors for dropping out.  Aside from 
grade point average, the most frequently significant variables were absentee rate, 
retention rate, and behavioral infractions – more specifically out of school suspensions.  
Ironically, neither special education classification nor socio-economic status (free and 
reduced lunch) significantly predicted dropout occurrences among the 699 students 
researched in this study.  This finding is in stark contrast to research that implies that 
special needs students are at greater risk for dropping out than students who are not 
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classified as needing special education services (Repetto, Pankaskie, De Palma-Hankins, 
Schwartz, & Perry, 1997; Schargel, 2004).  Although this study revealed that some 
variables do not significantly contribute to the prediction of dropout rates, it should be 
noted that this finding does not mean that these variables have no impact at all on the 
decision to dropout.  These variables, in fact, are just not strong enough to be considered 
significant at predicting dropout occurrences in a population similar to those researched 
in this study.  In order to determine which variables were better predictors of dropout 
rates, the following thirteen questions were addressed: 
Question 1:  Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, 
how does a selection of demographic and institutional variables describe a population of 
students who have dropped out of schools in a moderately-sized suburban district during 
the previous five years? 
 The first question examines how selected dropout variables describe the dropout 
population in a suburban school district.  It was, therefore, determined that a descriptive 
analysis would best answer this question.  Results from this analysis indicated that 
regardless to whether the research looked at students younger than 18 years of age or 18 
years of age or older, the profiles that emerged were the same.  Overall, the results 
indicate that in the aggregate, males were more likely to dropout than females and Blacks 
were more likely to dropout than whites. 
Question 2:  After pooling observations made on a comparable sample of 
graduates with those made on the dropout population, what relationships emerge between 
each of the selected variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or 
dropout? 
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 Regarding research question 2, the relationships between dropout status and 
gender, ethnicity, free/reduced lunch status, special education status, absences, retentions, 
and suspensions, and grade point average were all significant.  Of these variables, 
stronger correlations were observed for retention, absences, and suspensions.  Because it 
maintained the strongest of the relationships, however, a low grade point average was 
most associated with dropping out of high school than all of the other variables. 
Question 3:  What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of dropouts grouped by legal age of departure are 
compared? 
 Regarding research question 3, the correlation coefficient for ethnicity emerged as 
the strongest, especially among those dropouts age 18 and older.  Being Black was a 
better predictor of dropping for those 18 years of age or older.  In fact, the relationship 
between dropping out and ethnicity was much stronger for this group than the under 18 
years of age group. 
Question 4:  After pooling observations made on the sample of graduates with 
those made on the dropout population, what institutional and demographic variables, 
when simultaneously examined, are observed to predict dropping out of school, both for 
the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
 Regarding research question 4, gender, ethnicity, and expulsions all emerged as 
significant variables.  Of course, grade point average was also statistically significant.  
When the data was examined in the aggregate, students who were white, female, had 
amassed several expulsions and maintained a low grade point average were associated 
with the greatest likelihood of dropping out.  For those dropouts younger than 18 years of 
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age, the same variables (gender, ethnicity, expulsions, and grade point average) emerged 
as significantly associated with dropping out of high school.  The results varied slightly, 
however, for those 18 years of age or older.  In this case, high absentee rate, high 
retention rate, and low grade point average were most associated with dropping out of 
high school. 
Question 5:  Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, 
how does the selection of demographic and institutional variables describe the population 
of White students and Black students who have dropped out of school under the 
circumstances previously outline? 
 Regarding research question 5, males tended to have excessive absences, 
suspensions, expulsions, and a low grade point average.  For White students receiving 
free/reduced lunch, dropping out was more likely than for Blacks receiving free/reduced 
lunch.  White and Black dropouts in both the under 18 and 18 years of age and over 
groups were more likely to have been retained, to have received free/reduced lunch, and 
to have received special education services. 
Question 6:  When the pooled observations made on graduates and on White and 
Black dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of these selected 
variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or dropout, both for the 
aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
 Regarding research question 6, in aggregate, the correlation coefficients for all 
variables among Blacks were statistically significant except for free/reduced lunch and 
special education status.  Among Whites, all relationships were statistically significant.  
Grade point average continued to emerge as the strong relationship.  In fact, because 
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grade point average was negatively correlated, lower grade point averages were strongly 
associated with increased likelihood of dropping out of high school.  When observing 
White and Black dropouts by legal age of departure, there was no significant relationship 
found between genders and dropping out among Black students under 18 years of age.   
Question 7:  What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the population of White and Black dropouts are compared, both in 
the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
 Regarding research question 7, in aggregate, the relationship between free and 
reduced lunch and dropping out was stronger for White students than Blacks.  For the 
under 18 years of age group, three variables, free and reduced lunch, in-school 
suspensions, and grade point average emerged as statistically significant for both Blacks 
and Whites but were stronger predictors for Whites students than for Black students.  
When considering students who were 18 years of age or older, the results were similar to 
the under 18 years of age group.  
Question 8:  After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what 
institutional and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are observed to 
predict dropping out of school for White students and Black students, considered in the 
aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
 Regarding research question 8, none of the variables were significant in the 
presence of grade point average.  In aggregate, after taking grade point average into 
consideration, only out-of-school suspension, an institutional variable, remained a 
significant predictor for dropping out.  For Blacks in aggregate, having more out-of-
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school suspensions and a low grade point average were significantly associated with 
dropping out.  None of the demographic variables were significant predictors. 
Question 9:  Examined in the aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure, 
how does the selection of demographic and instructional variables describe the 
populations of a male and female students who have dropped out of school under the 
circumstances previously outlined? 
 Regarding research question 9, in aggregate, Black male students and Black 
female students were more likely to dropout out than their white counterparts if they 
received free and reduced lunch, received special education services, had a large number 
of suspensions and/or expulsions, and had a low grade point average.  By gender, males 
were more likely to dropout out than females if they were receiving free and reduced 
lunch or had a large number of expulsions.   The profile of both female and male 
dropouts under 18 years of age as well as for 18 years of age and older was comprised of 
Blacks who were the recipients of free and reduced lunch and special education services, 
who had been retained, and had a large number of absences, suspensions, expulsions, and 
low grade point average. 
Question 10:  When the pooled observations made on graduates and male and 
female dropouts are analyzed, what relationships emerge between each of these selected 
variables taken individually and a student’s status as a graduate or dropout, both for the 
aggregate and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
 Regarding research question 10, the only variables not statistically significant in 
aggregate were special education status within the female group and ethnicity within the 
male group.  All other correlation coefficients were statistically significant.  For females 
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under the age of 18, three variables including ethnicity, free and reduced lunch status, and 
special education status were not statistically significant.  All other variables, however, 
remained significant.  For males in this same under the age of 18 group, only ethnicity 
was non-significant.  For females in the 18 years of age or older group, all variables, with 
the exception of special education status and number of expulsions, were significantly 
related to dropping out.  For males in this same 18 years of age or older group, special 
education was the only non-significant predictor. 
Question 11:  What differences in the strength of such relationships are seen when 
observations made on the populations of male and female dropouts are compared, both in 
the aggregate and by legal age of departure? 
 Regarding research question 11, in aggregate, there was no statistically significant 
difference between male and females with regard to their correlation coefficients.  When 
male and female dropouts under the age of 18 were looked at, the relationship between 
expulsions and dropout out was stronger for males than females.  For males and females 
in the 18 years of age or older group, however, there was no indication of a statistically 
significant difference between the two gender groups. 
Question 12:  After pooling observations made on graduates and dropouts, what 
institutional and demographic variables, when simultaneously examined, are observed to 
predict dropping out of school for male and female students, considered in the aggregate 
and as grouped by legal age of departure? 
 Regarding research question 12, in the presence of grade point average, none of 
the other variables were significant factors.  Essentially, the lower the student’s grade 
point average, the greater the likelihood that he or she will dropout.  For male students, 
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ethnicity and expulsions emerged as statistically significant variables after adding grade 
point average variable into the model.  Being white, having a high number of expulsions, 
and maintaining a low grade point average were significantly associated with dropping 
out of high school. 
Question 13:  In crossing the gender and ethnic characteristics of students in the 
dropout population, what relationships emerge between the remaining variables and a 
student’s status as a dropout or graduate; how does the strength of such relationships 
compare across groups? 
 On research question 13, no significant differences were found when comparing 
the White female students to Black female students.  When comparing White males to 
Black males, however, one observed difference was found with regard to free and 
reduced lunch status.  Essentially, the relationship between being socioeconomically 
disadvantaged and dropping out was stronger for White males than for Black males. 
The information gathered for this chapter produced several findings.  The findings 
in this research, in turn, posit several policy implications.  These policy implications are 
outlined in the next section. 
Implications 
Although much research, including this study, has been contributed to the body of 
literature on high school dropouts, the topic remains an area for future investigations in 
the educational field.  As part of an overall education reform movement, states and local 
school districts have steadily increased high school graduation requirements over the past 
two decades (Medrich, Brown, Henke, Ross, & McArthur, 1992).  In Tennessee, for 
example, the required credits that students needed in 1995 to earn a diploma were as 
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follows:  English (4), Math (3), Social Studies (3), Science (3), Wellness (1), and 
Electives (6) for a total of 20 credits required in addition to passing all exit exams.  These 
credits were the same recommendations set forth by the National Commission on 
Excellence in Education in A Nation at Risk report (1983).  By 2009, nearly two decades 
later, the required credits had increased.  Currently, students must earn (4) credits of 
English, (4) Math, (3) Social Studies, (3) Science, Physical Education and Wellness (1.5), 
Personal Finance (0.5), Foreign Language (2), Fine Arts (1), and Elective Focus (3) for a 
total of 22 credits required. 
The findings of this study imply that because grade point average is a significant 
predictor for dropping out, school districts should begin developing prevention and 
intervention policies, procedures, and programs that specifically address this one 
particular variable.  Whether through course recovery programs or supplemental routes to 
completing graduation requirements, it is obvious that decrease in the dropout rate is 
directly related to addressing students’ failing grade point averages.  Given the results of 
this research, school administrators and policy makers can predict dropout rates more 
accurately, target the variables of significance to the student body they serve, as well as 
pinpoint specific ethnic/gender groups requiring both prevention and intervention 
strategies.  Stakeholders likewise can better collaborate with institutions and allocate 
various social resources to assist school leaders with meeting the needs of their student 
population.  As a result of these efforts, the dropout rates across this nation can begin to 
experience a sharp decline, which in turn, will make for a more civil society.  Despite the 
findings in this study, there is still much more to add to the body of research on high 
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school dropouts.  The next section will provide a few recommendations for further 
research. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 This study analyzed the relationship between dropout variables and the race and 
gender of high school students and was primarily conducted to find whether these 
variables interacted differently among and between dropouts with respect to their gender 
and/or race.  Based on the findings in this study, several additional recommendations for 
further research should be considered.  The sole intent of these recommendations is to 
expand the knowledge base and research on high school dropouts. 
Future research should be directed toward replicating this study using a larger 
sample with greater diversity to test the findings and validity of the theoretical framework 
used.  Additional research may provide more specific information to aid policymakers 
and educational administrators in developing effective prevention and intervention 
programs for students at-risk for dropping out.  School districts should also consider 
implementing proactive and intervention measures toward the goal of decreasing high 
school dropout incidences. 
School district administrators should consider the validity of Tinto’s (1987) 
theory and its relevance to students transitioning from middle school to high school.  
According to a study conducted by Neild and Balfanz (2006), of those who failed 8th 
grade math and/or English, 77% of them dropped out of high school.  The transition into 
high school is marked by a decrease in engagement and motivation, especially for low-
performing students (National Research Council, 2004).  Students that have been 
identified as having one or more of the institutional variables such as low grade point 
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average, retention episodes, high absentee rates, and excessive or extreme behavioral 
infractions in earlier grades should be targeted prior to and during their transition to high 
school. 
Failure to complete required high school units likely means the student’s grade 
point average has suffered as well.  An examination of effective strategies for improving 
grade point average among high school students should be explored.  Nearly half of all 
dropouts who withdrew by the end of their third year in high school failed to earn more 
than three credits (Neild & Farley, 2004). 
Specific intervention programs catered toward improving the areas of deficiency 
should be developed and implemented for students at risk for dropping out of high 
school.  Data should be collected regularly as these pre-identified students are closely 
monitored and provided the support needed to stay on track to graduate.  Mentors and 
other community stakeholders should be assigned to students, especially during the initial 
transition period, to keep them engaged in the school culture (Quint, 2006). 
One particular program that mimics the recommendations listed above is Check & 
Connect.  This research based intervention trains monitors to work with small groups of 
students on the verge of dropping out.  According to Jerald (2006), the monitors regularly 
track the attendance, behavioral infractions, and academic performance of students 
assigned to them.  On a weekly basis, the adult monitors conference with their students 
and update parents/guardians on their progress.  Working in tandem with other school-
wide/district initiatives, intervention programs similar to this have proven to decrease 
dropout rates by as much as one half (Jerald, 2006). 
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Another successful intervention tool is the course recovery program.  These 
programs assist students who struggle to earn credits in required classes.  Nearly half of 
all dropouts who withdrew by the end of their third year in high school failed to earn 
more than three credits (Neild & Farley, 2004).  Engaging potential dropouts in programs 
such as course recovery interventions can assist in reducing the dropout rate in many 
districts (Jerald, 2006). 
Currently, the school district that was utilized by the researcher in this study 
offers course-recovery programs at each of its eight high schools as an intervention 
strategy for encouraging low performers and non-performers to remain on track for 
graduation.  Neild, Balfanz, and Herzog (2007) posit that a tiered intervention system 
such as this is ideal for keeping students on track to graduation.  A typical tiered system 
includes school wide strategies (Tier 1), targeted strategies (Tier 2), and intensive 
strategies (Tier 3).  Each of the strategies focuses on three areas:  attendance, behavior, or 
course failures. 
Ninth grade academies can be implemented in conjunction with tiered 
intervention models such as the one previously mentioned.  Though these academies are 
regarded as interventions throughout the entire high school career, they are particularly 
helpful with students as they transition from middle school to high school.  A ninth grade 
academy is often regarded as a school within a school.  Ninth graders are kept separate 
and isolated among other ninth graders for the majority of the school day.  Because the 
decision to dropout is often a long-term process that often begins earlier than the 
student’s high school career, preventive measures should be implemented earlier than the 
student’s transition to high school (Rumberger, 1995). 
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Further studies should be conducted regarding how dropout variables affect 
additional racial/ethnic groups not researched in this study, such as Hispanics, Asians, 
and American Indian in particular.  There exclusion from this study was primarily due to 
the limited number of samples available in the district’s database.  In order to alleviate 
the achievement gaps between ethnic and gender groups, both preventive and 
intervention strategies must be researched for all groups represented in this nation’s 
school districts. 
Conclusion 
 This study was designed to research the relationship between dropout variables 
and the race and gender of high school students.  Much research has been done on 
profiling the dropout, identifying dropout variables, and even on prevention programs 
that are effective at reducing dropout rates.  The findings of this study together with 
existing research can influence and serve as a catalyst for change in many school districts 
throughout this nation.  Hopefully, the findings in this study will urge researchers and 
educational stakeholders to consider looking at how dropout indicators affect specific 
gender and ethnic groups.  Obviously, educators cannot change many of the dropout 
variables presented in this study, such as socioeconomic status, gender, ethnicity, 
absentee rate, etc.  Reforming middle and high schools, however, by implementing 
effective prevention and intervention initiatives, can be just as powerful a change agent in 
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